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fepsrm respon d::: :t's local if if, 9(g) smn.T.trr 

JDP:HJF:ec UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
F. i 730800 EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 

---_____-______ x 

WILLIAM JONES, et al., 

Petitioners, Civil Action 

No. 73 C 1104 

- against - 

ROBERT C. MEADE, et al.. 

Respondents. 

--_-_______-_----X 

FEDERAL RESPONDENTS' STATEMENT OF MATERIAL 
FACTS TO WHICH THERE IS NO GENUINE ISSUE 
TO BE TRIED PURSUANT TO RULE 9(g) OF THE 
LOCAL RULES _ 

There is no genuine issue as to the following material 

facts: 

1. The proposed Spinney Hill housing site, consisting 
of 100 units, of which 20% will be low income and 80% 
moderate income, to be situated in the Spinney Hill NDP 
project, is being developed by the North Hempstead Urban 
Renewal Agency CLPA"), an agency of the Town of North 
Hempstead ("Town”). 

2. The LPA submitted an NDP application for the 
Spinney Hill site to the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development ("HUD”) on April 17, 1972. 

. 3. The land acquisition for the housing site in ques¬ 

tion is in part being funded by HUD and HUD will not fun 
the construction on the site or subsidize the rentals. 

4. Pursuant to 42 U.S.C. Section 2000d-l et seq ■, HUD 
.: It:-. ND? Project Sw lection L /stem, 21 C.P.. . . 

! 511 which Project Selection System criteria provides an 
institutionalized method for HUD to male an informed deci¬ 
sion as to the effect of an NDP'applic ition on the minority 
I concentration within the area requesti ig Federal financial 


assistance. 




o 


« 

£. The Spinney Hi)l NDP application was reviewed by 
HUD staff, in order to determine if the application complied 
with the Housing Act of 1949, as amended, and the Civil 
Rights Acts of 1964 and 1968. 

6. The Spinney Hill NDP was given a "good'' rating as 
to whether there w;s a realistic plan to expand the supply 
of houring for low and middle income families outside areas 
of m „rity concentration. 

7. In order for the Town to secure a recertification 
of its initial Workable Program for Community Improvement, 
HUD required the Town to make efforts to secure alternate 
sites for low-income housing outside areas of minority con¬ 
centration . 

8. On May 13, 1971 the Town passed resolution 297- 
1971, publicly committing itself to provide subsidized 
housing on an equal housing opportunity basis throughout the 
Town in an effort to prevent ghettoization. 

j . The Town has encouraged and received several pro¬ 
posals for the construction of low income housing outside 
areas of minority concentration. 

10. The Cuttermill Road site (also known, as Watermill), 
providing 72 low income apartments outside areas of minority 
concentration has been approved by the North Hempstead 
Housing Authority. 

11. The Port Washington Boulevard site consisting of 28 
(units of low income housing outside areas of minority con¬ 
centration has been approved by the Town. 

32. The basis for the HUD approval on September 15, 

1 1972 of the Spinney Hill NDP application is the strong 
committment by the Town to construct low income housing 
outside areas of racial concentration as indicated in para¬ 
graphs 6-12 above. 
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13. On September 11, 1973, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 


S2000d-1 et seq ., and 24 CFR SI.7 et_ seq . petitioners filed 
a complaint with HUD alleging that the Federal funding of 
the Spinney Hill site was in violation of Federal law. 

14. Upon receipt of the complaint HUD instituted a 
review of the Spinney Hill Neighborhood Development Program 
that included meetings with the petitioners, the Town and 
LPA officials. 

15. HUD concluded that the complaint h_ closed because 

there was no basis in fact for the alleged violations of the 

1964 and 1968 Civil Rights and the Town's policy to provide 

low income housing throughout North Hempstead was a desirabl< 

policy ir. conformance with the law. 

Dated: Brooklyn, New York 
April 30, 1974 

EDWARD JOHN BOYD V 
United States Attorney 
Attorney for Federal 
Respondents 

By: 

i'arold J. Friedman 
Assistant U. S. Attorney 
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AFFIDAVIT OF GERAIC B. CRUISE 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 

-.X 


IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF: 
WILLIAM JONES, et al. 


Petitioner, 

-agalnst- 

ROBERT C. MEADE, et al. 

Reapondent 


STATE OF NEW YORK ) 
DISTRICT OF NEW YORK) 


X 


AFFIDAVIT 
Civil Action 
73C 1104 


GERALD V. CRUISE, being duly sworn, deposes and says: 

1. I am the Program Manager for Sub-Area 2 of the New York Area Office of 
the United Stated Department of Housing and Urban Development (herein after 
"HUD"). Inpart, this area encompasses Long Island, and In particular the 
Town of North Hempstead. I am the general supervisor of our field staff, and 
In that capacity I have reviewed and I am familiar with the Spinney Hill 
Neighborhood Development Program (hereinafter "NDP"). 

2. The Spinney Hill housing site consisting of 100 low and moderate Income 

proposed to be 

apartments/funded under the New York State Mltchell-Lama program. Is situated 
In part of the Spinney Hill NDP project site and said NDP is being devel ed 
by the North Hempstead Urban Renewal Agency (hereinafter "LPA"). The LPA 
prepared an .NDP application which was submitted jn April 17, 1972 to HUD and 
reviewed by a HUD field team, consisting of a field representative, engineer, 
urban planner, appraiser, equal opportunity specialist and numerous other HUD 
personnel. My recommendations of approval were later concurred in by the 
Acting HUD Director of Operations. 
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3. Pursuant to the requirements of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 

42 U.S.C. Section 2000 d-1, and Title VUIof the Civil Rights Act of 1968, 

42 USC $601, et seq. , HUD has promulgated the Neighborhood Development Program 
Project Selection System, 24 C.F.R. Part 511,a copy of which is annexed hereto 
as Exhibit A. The regulation provides an institutionalized method by which 
HUD might make an Informed decision on the effect of approving an NDP appli¬ 
cation on the racial or minority concentration within the locality requesting 
federal assistance. 

4. In accordance with the provisions of 24 C.F.R. Part 511, the NDP applica¬ 
tion was reviewed and rated by my steffand HUD's Equal Opportunity Section, 

as to compliance with the Housing Act of 1949, as amended, and the Civil Rights ! 
4cts of 1964 and 1968. The Spinney Hill NDP was given an "adequate" rating 
by HUD as to whether there has been a significant expansion of the supply of 
standard housing for low and moderate income families in a non-discrlminatory 
way. HUD gave it a "good" rating as to whether the locality had a realistic 

plan to expand the supply of such housing outside areas of minority concentra- i 

1 

tion. The application was subsequently thoroughly reviewed both technically 

and legally by HUD and the Spinney Hill NDP was approved by HUD on September 15, 

1972- p "r;hcti*ote, the Spinney Hill NDP was found to meet all the prerequisites 
of 24 C.F.R. Part 511. 

5. All funding for NDP's is done annually, on a one year fiscal basis,known 
as an "action Year', with applications for funding for each consecutive action 
year having to be reviewed and approved by HUD (42 USC 1469a (a)(1), 1469c (b). 
The Spinney Hill NDP was funded by HUD for the first action year cooxnenclng 
July 1, 1972 and terminating June 30, 1973. 

6. HUD approved the overall Spinney Hill NDP and, i nter alia , has agreed to 

pay the cosj of acquiring the land for the housing site in question, but given 
the limited nature of HUD participation in an NDP, HuD does not review and 

approve the particular structures being built, but HUD does review and approve 

the general land use. HUD has no financial interest in the housing develop¬ 
ment being constructed within the NDP, which housing development will be 
financed by the State of New York under its Mitchell-iama program, if approved, j 











7. A condition precedent to HUD funding of en NDP 1 , that . Workable Program 
for Community Improvement must be certified by HUD (42 USC 1451 (c), 1469 
(•) «». In order for the Town of North Hempstead to secure a recertifica¬ 
tion of Its initial Workable Program, HUD had required that the Town make 
efforts to secure alternate sites for low-rent housing outside areas of minor¬ 
ity concentration before It approved the first action year Spinney Hill NDP. 

To this effect, the Town has submitted, clear and convtncing evidence showing 
that It would construct housing outside of areas of minority racial concentra¬ 
tion. lExhibit I attached hereto.) The Town of North Hempstead Housing 
Authority has received several proposal, for the construction of low-rent 
housing on sites which are not in areas of minority concentration. The 
Cuttermlll Road site, providing 72 low-rent family apartments, has been 
approved by the Housing Authority and 1# i OC4ted ln . predomlnantly 

white are. of North Hempstead. This site Is currently undergoing technical 
review by HUD. Another site which has been approved and Is outside areas of 

minority concentration 1 , the Port Washington Boulevard site that will provide 
28 low-rent apartments. 

*' ,h ' "*■ by HUD .... though „ loc „,„ 

“ *”* r “‘* 1 "» »*■>• for tut approval ... the 

“* T °™ “ housing out.Id. the NDP r.tl.ll, .on- 

tentrated .r„. The .n«a,d te.ole.lo, , h , Tov ,, „ th . Cutt .„ lu 

»o.d .„d p.r, Washington ..ol,.„d prnj.et, .11 w , 

fulfill It. coealtment to low end moderate Intone housing on . 
tovn-.id. ,„«g,.t.d baala. The Splnne, »„p ... 

overall propo.e, that Int.oded addition.. „o„„ng to be to,.,rutted out.ld. 

«... of minority tootentratlon. On In, option end belle, ... ,. k ,„ 
consideration that thlldre. who would be realtlng th. Sp ,p„, „„ 

«it« would be attending integrated schools. 

9. On information and belief 1 sn >. , . 

. 150 households consisting of 131 black and 19 

lies, and/or individuals, will be displaced by the Spinney Hill NDP. 

2 ‘ “* — - « ™ f. addition to 

..::r.r c ™ ~ ,h * - -*■* 

* ter site, being outside the Spinney Hill NDP. 




This will result In the construction of low and moderate income housing on an 
Integrated basis throughout the Town. 

10. On information and belief, the vacancy rate for rental apartments in the 
Town on North Hempstead is 1 . 11 . and this very low percentage which is prevalent 
throughout Nassau County is indicative of the vital need for low and moderate 
Income housing which shortage will ou somewhat alleviated by the construction 
of housing on the site in question. 

11. HUD in effectuating the provisions of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act 

of 1964, 42 U.S.C. Section 2000 d-1, has promulgated an administrative complaint 

procedure. 24 C.F.R. Sections 1.7 et seq . Pursuant to Section 1.7 (b) of 

this procedure, "any person who believes himself or any specific class of 

persons to be subjected to discrimination prohibited by this part 1 may ... 

file with the (Department of HUD) a written complaint." Upon information 
formal 

and belief no such/complaint has been filed by any of the plaintiffs. 

12. HUD is aware of the considerable minority conrounity support for the 
Spinney Hill housing development. The first year NDP application contains a 
statement of "citizen involvement," which indicates that several conrounity 
organizations in North Hempstead such as the Creat Neck Coalition for better 
Housing, whose membership is black, the Economic Opportunity Council (an HEW 
sponsored poverty group), and the Mount Olive Baptist Church favor the develop¬ 
ment. In addition, the file contains a petition signed by 700 local residents 
who favor the Spinney Hill housing complex. The Interfaith Council of 
Manhasset, a group of churches, which also supports the project, is providing 
rent t haidies. 



Gerald Cruise 
Program Manager 
Sub-Area 2 

New York Area Office 
U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development 


Sworn to before me this 24th day of August, 1973 


Janef D. Loll is 


Notary Public 
31-7586850 

Qualified in New York County 
Commission expired March 30, 1975 
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• . . - . 8 r ‘ >r ‘ 

*.;• • » Councilman Dr.Vcnzc offered the following resolution and moved 

- *. ^ adoption, which resolution was declared adopted after a poll of tho members 

-"\kbr $' B0;,rd: - • • . •(«■; v ' ' ~ • 

•./*>>-c .*! •:■• ■•••«'"••*•?• ••. : s. .- . 

* : \i. • ' • * ' RESOLUTION NO.'297 - 1971 .. “ r ! v . 

► • . «■#*•* . • ^ * • 

:• . ^ .> -V - • • • - . ■ - • - , 

✓ ., * • A RESOLUTION EXPRESSING THE INTEND OF THE * ' 

* > y?' 1 - .5 •. # TOt/N BOARD TO PROVIDE SUBSIDIZED HOUSING 

- i *. J • • ' • '» , THROUGHOUT THE TOWN OF. NORTH HEMPSTEAD. 

J- ?. • -'.•o ■ !. • . • ••* • . • 

* WHEREAS, tho Town of North Hempstead recognizes the housing 

■* • * . • m * • • .■* / 

, . *•**. . crisis existing throughout the nation; and v • . - . : 

' ‘ . . •* •? . * * 

[*. . • ■ • v 

: . * WHEREAS, the Town of North Hempstead is concerned with the 


r * a 


,V £ ' . J^cslthf welfare, and safety of all citizens of the Town and particularly those 

• .... .. ... 

■ . ;• * 

- * f «- * ^ with lncomes considered to he marginal in this inflationary period; and 


pt * ‘ * *• ** 1 * 

•'' . WHEREAS, the Town wishes to provide equal housing opportunity 

•*. ~- f \ * - -- . « * • . 
**%•. for all itA citizens. • . 

yj_. .. • •• 

* • » m 

- - . • , t • . • 

- NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT 




t T 






>*:■ 

• . . •••■ • r ' • • 

»r*T*. »'•* •*■ .. RESOLVED that the Town of North Hempstead by this resolution 

* _ • • ' • • • • , 
t- - 

• •v 


, '• •**'-* hereby expresses its intent to encourage construction of subsidized housing out- 

* * - * ... ’ . * • .* 

• •• *•••*. 

' “V.' . ; ..«ide areas of containment for those citizens so qualifying in order to promote 

** • . a _ * •• 




.-w. ^freedom of choice and to avert ghettoization. 


.. -4 ’ ' 

. Dated: Manhasset, New York 


*• • 


I . 


# r 


. May 13, 1971 


■C i. .>'• . % 

r » • • ' • V- 

• • •- >' . , # • 
•a * . •- 

I,TV-'. * 

i • •• • 

• ■ > «. 

*’• v.c'W“ ^ 


The vote on the foregoing resolution was recorded as follows: 

• % 

AYES: Councilr:en DaVsnzo - Martin and Weinstein and 

.• Supervisor Tully . 


NAYS: Sone . 
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UNITEt. >.''Tt3 •.'STRICT COURT 
£\STi.RS« b. », 'ICi *jZ *»L.J \OKk 


KmDkVn OF HECTOR H. GtxTlX ft 

? I L t- 3 

"G^DISIU'CVC '..-l.)/ 

KtES, CLARENCE BRRIS, MARY HOBBS..f 

IEY, MRS. EVELYN BROWN, THOMAS ^ Civil Aciicn 


jIV. THE MATTER OF TIT .>F? T TCATION OF: 
WILLIAM JO 
ROBERT CUT 

HOLMES, MRS. LPPIE JOHNSON, WILLIAM 
HARRIS, MRS. ALBCRTHA JOHNSON, MRS. ROSE 
WILLIS, MRS. SLA PA BROWN, WILLLAN DOBY, 
MRS. ELLA. HARRIS, GEORGE ROSTKY and 
GREAT KECK MANOR CIVIC ASSOCIATION, and 
all other similarly situated, 


TlMt A M — ' 
P.M.- 


Petitioners, 


-against- 


No.. 73 C Lio:, 


AFFIDAVIT OF 
HECTOR H. CAY! 
IK OPPOSITION 
TO ORDER TO 
SHOW CAUSE OF 
PETITIONERS 


ROBERT C. MEADE, JAMES R. WF.LLS, MICHAEL J. 
TULLY, JR., CF.ORCE C. SOOS, FELIX G. 

ANDREWS, JOHN F. McDOKILD, AR1ITUR C. 

BINGHAM, WILLIAM H. RYAN, JR.,--TOWN OF 
NORTH HEMPSTEAD, 

First Respondent, 

HECTOR H. GAYLE, Executive Director, 

BERNARD CA.VLFR, Chairman, JOSEPH CECI, 

DR. CURTIS KENDRICK, - LOCAL URBAN 
RENEWAL PLANNERS, 

Second Respondent, 

JOHN MAYLOTT and CCRALD V. CRUISE, DEPT. 

OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT, 

Third Respondent. 


STATE OF NEW YORK ) 

) 

COUNTY OF NASSAU ) 


ss: 


HECTOR H. GAYLE, being duly sworn, deposes 
and says the following: 

1.) That I am the Executive Director, Town o 

i 

North Hempstead, Urban Renewal Agency, the second respondent !v*roi; 
ar.d 1 am familiar with the frets end c ir cur.; traces of *cV* n 


proceeding. 


,l\ 
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. 1 i That I submit this aft. .vit in opposition to 

the Petitioners applicut'u. for an injunction. 

3. ) That your deponent has been contacted by many 
of the Petitioners in this action and they have advised me that 
they did not consent to their being named as a petitioner in this 
proceeding. That annexed hereto and made a part hereof and marked 
"EXHIBITS 1A, IB and 1C" ar.e signed statements from several of 

he petitioners disavowing any right to the use of their names 
is Petitioners. • 

4. ) That upon information and belief the Great 
;ck Manor Civil Association is composed of a small group of 
p.dividuals and that Petitioner, William Jones, does not speak for 
he vast majority of the residents of Great Neck Manor. That the 
ast majority of said residents are overwhemingly in favor of the 
2 -development of the so called Spinney Hill area and have so 
rated their support at two public meetings in 1972 at various 
•ivate meetings, and by affixing their names to a petition con- 
ining over 700 signatures. (See Attached) That included in this 
oup are at least two (2) past presidents of the Great Neck Manor 
vie Association. That Great Neck Manor is not part of the area 

be re-developed. 

5. ) (a) I would like to clarify what the Second 

spondent proposes to accomplish in the "Spinney Hill" area of 
ihasset, Town of North Hempstead, Nassau County, New York. We 
■ re-developing a blighted area within the unincorporated area 
Jwn as Manhasset, will include commercial, recreational 

. res tcv.-.i 1 uuii'. , all -jured u . .rii -i hr . social, 

'nomic and environmental climate for the reside. ,. 

Approximately 807, of the buildings in 


- 2 - 






"blighted". 


area arc classrf'f at 


ft 11 

This Jut r 


tind will continue to at tact the surrounding aiv ;' of i,pi nney 
Hill and he3 resulted in overcrowding, dangerous living condi¬ 
tions, etc. 


(b) The area in question was not chosen by the I 
Second Respondent. The first Respondent, Town of North Hempstend, 
find its planning Bear'd, keeping in a*i.;d the •.•’•itcri.a set forth 
by the Deportment of Housing and Urban D-'.veLopi.rnt, have estr.L- 
lished a policy of encouraging constrtceti.cn, ro-coristruction and 
re-development of subsidized housing in the To a c r Nor'h Hemp¬ 
stead. Thus, the sites are chosen by too Fit't It. - nne’ent, but 
only after comprehensive st udies to e’e corr. irc that any site v'll 
comply, basically, with the prerequisites.set forth by the Third 
Respond*nt, to wit: That hourieg must b: built to re-integrate 
the area and not just for low income families; that v.'hcn you 
tear down housing you must re-build on a one to one basis; that 
while you are re-developing an area you must provide opportunities 
outside of the are" on a freedom of choice b.r is. Obviously, 
some people will stay and some will move out of the area. The 


Town passed resolutions to this affect cn April 14 and 'A-.y 13, 

i 

If71 and a copy of same are annexed hereto and made a part hereof 
and marked "EXHIBITS 2A and 2E". J 

(c") The First Respondent proceeded to implement 
these resolution' by encouraging the following projects: 

i) An Pi.O.C. group in Po't Uashinyton formed 
th. C -■ d received tax abatements nt.d other 

assistance iron the Town of North Hemps tw.— 

units of moderate income family units which were completed in 1' 
units erected out aide the areas of racial concentration. 
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(ii) The vm of North Hempstead gave tax 
abatements and otherwise encoe. iged a Senior Citizens Corpora¬ 
tion to build 110 units of hous vg, under a N. Y. State Program 
in New Hyde Park; also outside the area of racial concentration. 

(iii) The Town of North Hempstead Housing 
Authority selected a site in Great Neck on Watermill Road for 
the construction of 72 units of low income housing. This pro¬ 
posal was submitted to the Department of Housing and Urban 

its 

Development and/approval is necessary before the project can be 
started; this site is outside the a. a '-f racial concentration. 

(iv) The Town of’North Hempstead Housing 
Authority constructed a Senior Citizen Housing in an area 
adjacent to the area to be re-developed herein. This area, 
also known as Spinney Hill, was predominantlv black and yet 
th» Senior Citizen Complex has produced a population of 607. 
black and 40% white. 

It can thus be seen that the First Respondent 
has indeed encouraged a policy of developing housing throughout 
the Town of North Hempstead in areas that certainly could net 
be called "areas of racial concentration". I submit that the 
residents of Spinney Hill do have a choice of housing through¬ 
out the Town of North Hempstead and to prevent the re-develop- 
ment of Spinney Hill would amount to our "giving up" cn aver 
improving the blight in the area contrary to the wishes and 
desires of the residents who desperately want and need this 

i 

I re-development project. 


! ► r 
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(d) i '.ry I respectfully point out to the Court 
that the Spinney Hill project would contai 07. of low income 
residents with rent supplements and 807. of riddle income residents 
who will pay approximately $55.00 per room. 

6. ) It is interesting to note that our experience, 
thus far, has indicated a substantial number of inquiries for 
the Spinney Hill Complex has come from white individuals. 

7. ) The Hearing mentioned by the Petitioners 
refers to the North Hempstead Town Board Hearing which took 
place on June 13, 1972. At this meeting and at a meeting of 
the North Hempstead Planning Board which took place on May 10, 
1972, the overvheming majority of people and organizations spoke 
in favor of the Spinney Hill project. These included the NAACP, 
Manhasset Inter-Faith Council, Manhasset-Creat Neck E.O.C., 

League of Women Voters of Manhasset, Great Neck Chamber of 

C .nmerce, Great Neck Community for Human Rights, etc. Very few 
individuals spoke against the project. In fact, most of the 
Petitioners were in favor of same. This hearing was preceeded 
by many other meetings with every conceivable group in the 
community over a substantial period of time. 

3.) The Petitioner states that no alternate site 
was recommended. In light of the foregoing and particularly 
paragraph 5 herein, this contention is completely without 
foundation in fact and is baseless. 

9..) The Petitioner states that the project would 
raise taxes. This, despite the fact that the hearings estab¬ 
lished that 35 new families would oe brought into the area with 


-5- 








"cccrnable . ^ ct on the school ry.s.... : ,. (].;?, blioK) nor the 

tax base. 

10. ) Upon information and belii the Petit'.oners 
did not ask for nor request a hearing before th? Third Respondent 
as mandated by law. I submit that this failure to "exhaust 
administrative remedies" is sufficient grounds for dismissal 

of the Petitioners complaint and denial of the instant applica¬ 
tion. 

11. ) This action is being brought on more than 
one year after the aforesaid hearing before the North Hempstead 
Town Board and approval of the resolutions hereinbefore recited. 
This would certainly also mandate a dismissal of the complaint 
since the action is not timely made. 

12. ) May I also respectfully point out to the 
.Court that the Great Neck Committee for‘Human Rights and the 
NAACP have provided approximately 50 units of housing outside 
areas of racial concentration. In addition, within the Great 
Neck Area, within the past two years, the number of minority 
persons living in housing and apartment units outside the areas 
of racial concentration has increased from approximately .65 
families to approximately 40 homeowners and approximately 

85 families in apartments. 

13. ) That the Second F - ' .-r.t does herewith 

join with the First Respondent in ..r ^.on for Summary Judg¬ 

ment herein. 


WHEREFORE, deponent respectfully requests that the 



J 
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KfTlUXLT OF UCHBIL ft. OOLON 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YCRX 


IN THE MATTER OF THE 

APPLICATION OF: WILLIAM JONES, et al., 

Petitioners 


-againnt- 


ROBETiT C. MEADE, et al. 


Respondents ( 

f 

__ X 


Civil Action L’o. 
73 C 1104 

AFFIDAVIT 


tMTCHAEL A. COION, being duly sv:om, deposes and says: 

1. I am. the Assistant Regional Administrator for Equal Opportunity for 
Regien II of the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development 
(hereinafter "KID"). I exercise delegated responsibility within the .Tates 
of New '/or* ar.o New Jersey, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico ar.d the’u.S. 

Virgin Islands, for the administration of Title VTII of the 1C68 Civil r. i.-.j 
Act (42 USC ZCO:, et seq .). Title VT of the 1964 Civil Rights Act (42 USC FOCCd 
Executive Orders 11063, 11246, 11375 and 11473, as well as those provisions of 
Title 24 of the Code of Federal Regulation relating to the implementation of 
the aforementioned statutes and Executive Orders. 

2. On September 11, 1973> ®y office received a com plaint alleging 
violation of Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act ana the Due Process clause 
of the Fifth Amendment. (Exhibit 1) The complaint, filed by Robert Rivera, Es 
as counsel for the Great (fecit Civic Association, alleged that the Spinney Hill 
Neighbor Development Program would further concentrate minority population 
within the Spinney Hill community and thu3 violate plaintiffs' civil rights. 


3* An investigation of the complaint, wa3 immediately commenced. Meetings 
were held with the complainants, local redevelopment officials and iHJD 
program personnel. An extensive examination of HUD files regarding the T.v.ti 
of North Hempstead was cor.auctec. (Exhibit 2) The U.ve M,;iti •(. <i.|* • 
with tr.e submission on November 5, 073 of a Final In/- i, lit;. 

(Exhibit 3) It was the conclusion of the Report that there was no tuh.:i..u. 
to tne alleged rival rights violations. It recommended that the Town of 
North Hempstead be advised to continue proposing housing sites outside areas j 
. minority rmjcr.trition ir. tecordanca with tlx T-.i.r p.wrd's recoluti n of I 
”-•/ 1 3. 1971. (Exhibit 4) 

I 

I 

i 
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4 ’ Ai ' tcr exa nining the Report and its exhibits, on November 1 4, 1974 
I concurred with its recommendations and conclusions. The basis for my 
concurrence was the insistence of HUD's New York Area Office, that the Town 
Board of the Town of North Hempstead officially commit the community to a 
policy of providing housing opportunities for minorities within, as well as 
without, areas of minority concentration. 

Tlu Town of North Hempstead has taken affirmative steps to implement 
such a policy. It has stated its intent to encourage the construction of low 
and moderate income housing outside areas of minority concentration. Three 
sites were proposed for the construction of subsidized housing. Two were 
found to be acceptable by HUD and, with the approval of the Equal Opportunity 

Division of the New York Area Office, processing of these applications was 
conmenced. 

6 . It is my opinion, that on the basis of our Pinal Investigative 
Report, and the actions already taken by the Town of North Hempstead, there 
was no substance to the civil rights complaint filed with my office cn 
September 11 , 1973 . 


Sworn to before 
me this 3 l th day 
of April, 1374 


/MICHAEL A COLON 

Assistant Regional Administrator 
for Equal Opportunity 


NOTARY PUBLIC 
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i.m Tift.VIT OF GRACE MALONE 


I UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
EASTERN DISTRICT OF JEW YORK 


III THE MATTER OF THE 

APPLICATION OF: WILLIAM JONES, et al. f 


Petitioners 
-again3t- 

| ROBERT C. MEADE, et al. 

Respondents 


Civil Action No. 

73 C 110*1 
AFFIDAVIT 


STATE OF NEW YORK ) 
COUNTY OF NEW YORK) 


GRACE MALONE, being duly sworn, deposes and saysj 

1. I am the Director of the Ecual Opportunity Division of the New York 
Area Office of the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (herein¬ 
after "KUD"). The area of my Jurisdiction encompasses the Town of North 
Hempstead. I exercise delegated responsibi i+y for imping participant 3 in 
huti funued programs comply with the provisions of the Civil Rights'Act of 1964 
(42 USC 2000d), the Civil Rights Act of 1?68 (42 USC 3601, et seq .). and the 
va 2 ’ious Executive Orders relating to equal housing and employment opportunity. 

2. It is the policy of HUD to consider applications for Neighborhood 
Development program grants expeditiously and on-the basis of fair and 
equitable criteria. In accordance with this policy, each application is rated 
•gainst numerically weighted criteria and is then ranked against all other 
applications received during a given period. The application receiving the 
higher r . i. -no r tai ^ rating receives the first opportunity for funding. 

3» To operate this system of project selection, a team approach is used 
which permits full utilisation of technical expertise with the reviewing HUD 
office. In June of 1972, the Equal Opportunity Division participated in the 
project selection review conducted for the Spinney Ki.ll Neighborhood Developmac 
Program (hereinafter "Spinney Hill NDP"). It was on the basis of the Divisionjj 
examination of the Spinr.cy Hill situation that an "adequate” rating was assigned 
to the criteria concerning a significant expansion, in a non-discriminatory 
canr.cr, of the supply if sUj.ltru t ... nr f- 1 1. . : ant u- inr ;u. 1 . ,<.1 

•nd tiiat a go.d rating was assigned to the ei.tcria regarding the existin'o 
of a realistic plan to expand tho supply of s.-;. housing outs.de areas of 
minority concentration. 
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4. Oar determinations were base . on the following factors: 

a) that the Town of North : r.pstcad's application was 
in consonance vrith* the goals and objectives of its 
Workable Program for Community Improvement. 

b) that there were assurances of compliance by the 
Town of North Hempstead with the provisions of 
Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act (42 USC 2000d), 

Title VIII of the 1968 Civil Rights (42 USC 3601 , et seq.), 
and the various Executive Orders relating to equal 
opportunity in housing and employment. 

c) that the Town of North Hempstead had expressed its 
official intent to encourage the construction of 
low and moderate income housing outside areas of 
minority concentration. 

d) that one of the objectives of the Spinney Hill NDP 
was to promote equal housing opportunities and to 
encourage a reduction in the concentration of minority 
group persons within the Spinney Hill conrrunity, in 
accordance with the affirmative duties imposed on the 
Secretary of HUD by section 808(e) of the ’9oo Civai 
Rights Act, 42 USC 36 Q 8 (e). While the Spinney Hill 
site will contain housing financed under the New York 
State Mitchell Lana program, they are equally bound to 
enforce the Secretary's affirmative duty to seek 
integration of government assisted housing. 

e) that the applications submitted for the Cuttormill 
Road and Port Washington Boulevard projects show an 
intent on he part of the Town of North Hempstead to 
continue to expand the supply of subsidized housing 
outside areaD of minority concentration. 

k ‘ ^t » t g V 

- (itiAf-r, "H/tVK 

M f*' V.< , I 1 .0 . ',(/ 1 ■■ ... . 1 / 

Ilivisi on 

Sworn tc before 
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SUVMAKY Of «HDP' FINAL IN7ESTIGA.TI7E REPORT 

FINAL i:^STTCA?IC!. r RP'PGftT 

* 

Subjects Cori A ’-* *■ Ho. 02-74-09 f -0C^-j30 

Great Heck »•*.. -r Civic Association 
vs. Town of l.orth ..-’'stead and 
Local Urban Vencral Planners 

This co.m.:lsir.t --os transmitted 'ey letter dated So, hc.nuer 6, 1373 
fror I.o', era . iverc ,At;crr.oy fer ‘-re crnplainanas. v. ..ivers 
had been advised by the honors do John Cartels, J.D. District 
Court for the eastern District during the hearing on Uilliam 
Jones et cl, I.olert C. .leads et al, hector J-yle as al ar.d John 
Haylett .et al, Civil Action . 0 , 73C 11C4 so r.ak-o a farmal com¬ 
plaint to the Department of Housing and Urban Davelo rent on 
behalf of his Client, Croat heck h.anor Civic Association. (Dee 
Dxhi.it l) The ccon.laint vas received in the LG division on 
September 11, 1373. 

The complainant alleges in the cor.plaint that the Current Spir.ney 
Hill Urban f.er.eval Project as presently constituted represents 
an expenditure cf leierel funds for the purpose of bringing 
about racial concentration contrary to the federal guidelines 
....and that the proposed .reject is in direct contravention 
of Section 601 of the Civil Sights Act of 19&+. And that the 
Departr.ent of Housing and Urban Development also approved and 
has commenced to fund the said project. HUD, tharefere, has 
violated the due process clause of the fifth Ano:.dr.er.t or lection 
601 of the Civil Sights Act. 

The iron: r ancunl Pro’ran uhich is the suspect of this cc.n_.lair. t 
is tr.e ~_.in.ney hill heighsorhcod .development i regron of the Torn 
of i.'orth Hempstead. Planning for the Spinney Hill ncighoorhool 
resulted from a survey made in 1965 by the firm of ..aynond and 
i-ay, entitled "Regional ^lan for the Great feck Peninsula." In 
A’..., ...vv... Z'"L~' n " " , l'* ido”tifi' 1 c. s'' - '- b a. gh; 

fo::n of ! orth i.er.pstead, using the Nei.ghsorhcod .avelopr.ent 
Program of H'JD,applied for funds to develop the Spinney Hill 
neighjorhooi. (wee Dxhisit 3 ) 

A Heigh uorhcci bevslo -nent ProT.a.m is a oregram to help commur. i- 
ties carry out neighjerhoed ieve 1c orient re’rams cf uroan rune ral 
in one cr more uroan renewal rroas on the oasis cf :n annual incre¬ 
ment. (Dee ^xhi-its bo-5) Applicants nay be cities, counties, or 
other municipalities. The locality must have a currently certified 
Workable Program for Community Improvement, (gee Exhibit 6) 

■’V 'la ” »'*> *“* ♦*'-**" — * ~~ — * VC "* ' 5 *** "fc 1,3 u*'. 0— 

plan of community action *.:hicr. is * i-mercguisite for certain 
federal aids. 


1 1 
i I 

I - 
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P«epiti-r^f^ fiC < V: C n °? a ;;or?:£ - b1 ' 2 p *QS»n is for two years. 
th« r °+ 13 ? asc ~ u?on review of programs submitted by 

the community to ndJ every two years. The guidelines for 

evaluation of .Workable Program Applications is set forth in 

00 * i PJ ^ 7 ^ 0 t* la entitled Workable Program for Communi¬ 
ty Improvement, dated September 1970. (See Exhibit?) 

of an IJP application by !!UD the arslication is 


CJ?TS? r ^ h in .?^ C r:..-*r rt 511 ' an * * n n?"Ka.rJoook“circular 
C i an ^.i-led i.eighuoraood Jevelooment Prorran Pro "ect 
Selection System" dated 7/21/72. (See Exhibit 3 )" w 

In the processing of all PCD program application submissions, 
an i-cual Opportunity reveivr is required. 

_ Opportunity review ccnsi^ -1 '*'* e^”!' 2 --11 J 'o~' 

conpUa n ce with ntl. 71 of the Civil AcPof'l5^ Htle 

„ l ' n “ wiVxl ,.*f r.ts ..ct of 1 yo-. executive Ci' : er ’' ZC 'j 

executive Order 112-6 and the various "ir* -uV- — 
pertaining to these laws. ”' J ‘' ‘ “. u alat-ons 

SniT in f ti0n fileS Pe^a^inS to the HJP application 

lrom tne town of ..orth nempstead was made in the Hew York 'rpa 

(Fi-t Yea-ffro^ th’ ^ ^ ? lf ^ S - 3inne y •'•HI Application 
a ~' from the .own of i.orth Hempstead dated Auril 12 

1972 was reveived in the :.Y. Area Office April 17 , 1972 , ’ 

ihe application was assigned to a Field Houresantative - 

x.ere./a_ xor evaluation. .‘he application was arocess^d t-rc'" 

9 f dlVisions fron V *' J throu - rh August'197ir'(Sec slnioits 

//^letter dated September ip, 19/2, I.uj notified the To :n of ..vrth 
^~c.er.u o .roupn its -'roan Renewal Agency that the leinhoo-’"’''-’ 

'IE 1 ^h ? ”V raa PirS ‘ *' ear f0r •■•HI had icon approved. 


;cac~. is 


fS^n?^' 1 - 5 CVla:T ° f the a ^ lic ation for the first year 
ouni .. ecceptao.e and recommended approval. ( 3 ce Sxhiuit 11 ) 

S ^^tenber 12, 1972, representatives of the Sninr.ey Hill comrxii- 
ty accompanied oy counsel met with HbJ nro-rar. staff ^ ~ouT 
voiced a .-position to the Spinney .iill housin'* site bec-u^H" -A. 

—tration and^oJil ^ot^ovlde 

, h.. “ C—C -Co or mousing 0 ;portuuity. ,’h« •— _, 

sy -.uJ that approval of th~> v> n.i v,~x y + J 

t^the^r 67 K l. 11 t hous * n - sits •’£3 "approved." 

ox c;o_ce in cousin- opportunity, .'he -rouo was 
tnat an HO? is an annual rrrar. om«nt -^y 

tne applicant to meet abased ccrriismantS could resul 6 “i 3 sunns 






■ 'l 


* 

3. 
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being withheld for the second year. (See exhibits 12 L 13) 

The -oinney Kill irUP Application for the second year was received 
in the > , v . Area Office on June 27. 1973. The application was 
assigned to o. "told Representative for evaluation. The appli¬ 


cation 

to i'e_” 




■ > 7 ‘, 

— * l * ' 


. threw;.. v-: .v-n 
(aoe' ExkiJlta lb 


HJD divisions iron June 


3y letter dated September 27, 1973 KUJ notified the Town of 
North Hempstead, through its Urban Itenewal Agency that their 
Neighborhood Development Program for the second year had been ap¬ 
proved. (See Exhibit 16) 


The Equal Opportunity review of the second year application 
found it acceptable, (See Exhibit 17) 


To satisfy the Workable Program prerequite the To’.m of North 
Henostesd submitted its Workable Program dated December 15, 19?C 
for recertification. 


The review made by the Equal Opportunity Division of the N.Y. 

Area Office dated Harch 11, 1971 found the Workable Program 
unsatisfactory in its EO aspects and recommended that the appli¬ 
cant submit evidence indicating affirmative implementation of its 
fair housing policy to provide minority persons displaced by any 
governmental action in North Hempstead the anility to locate outside 
of, as well as, within areas of minority concentration in the 
Town. (See Exhibit 15) HUD notified the Town of North Hempstead 
that several impediments existed to the recertification of its 
Workable Program, The Town was informed that the impediments 
existed in the areas of housing need and fair housing, A nesting 
was rerusstel by HUD with representatives of the Town to resolve 
the problems, (See Exhibits 19,2C 1 21) 

By letter dated June 16, 1971 the Town of North Hempstead sub¬ 
mitted op HUD a duly authenticated resolution of the Town Board 
agreeing to encourage construction of low and moderate income 
housing outside of areas of racial concentration, (.see 
22 L. 23) By letter dated July 2, 1971 the Town of North Hempstead 
was notified by HUD that its Torkaole Program had been recertified 
unitl July 1, 1973. (Dee Exhibits 2b A 25) At present North 
Hempstead's "orkable Program application for recertification is 
being processed in the N.Y. Area Office, 

Sites for proposed housing outside of areas of racial concentration 
were nrooosed to HUD by the Housing Authority of North Hempstead 
early*in*1972. (See Exhibits 26,27 *28) 

The ore nosed sites ’..'ere inspected by HUD. The Equal Opportunity 
lnseg-ctlon was made January 20, 1572 and is reported in memo datoa 
larch 3, 1972. The SO •’•'eport covers inspection of three proposed 
sites. One site was approved, a second site was approved conditional! 
a third site was rejected. 






1 


4. 


A 22 


The applied site was the Cutter Kill Road site. The site approved 
' n ' s ?ort « aBhin (= t on boulevard. The TO Division 

Ty r. c ; s- v: ' 3 * >:rt r.jton Sit.? cn condition that 


m fair*;vj^ 


full cc:. Ur 


• — - % • * . j 


Act of and 


* •- C- - _ -.0 Vi c 1 zr .3 Uvil 

^ -cm a:.a requirements. 1 xhi.its T< 

The sites were also evaluated usin/r KJJa Ero'ect ^^ C ;' on ? I-T.*' 

(See Exhioits JO, 31, u32) " . 


i-U j notified the cusin- a ■ " L -+-/ «-*• ±v a _r- •- . . • ,. , , 

+v, . .. ‘ ^ n-»..or_t/ o- -ns .own of . ortn t-.enpstead 


.. .. _ — - j UJ. .Ui w:i r.t 

t,,a “ t -‘ ?0 o: - proposed housing sites augeared to z^ez - u 

r»>«- „ _ __ « < ... _ * 4 w ..o ^ o 


cr.,.er_a .or accept ability. These sites were: 
Road site i.i Great lock, arid the Port Washington 
-r. i-ort Washington. v 'oee Exhiolt 33 ) 


the Cutter .1111 
Goulevard site 


The I.cr.h ..omostaad housing Authority advertised 


.. _ - ---for proposals in 

the L.u. rress requesting that submissions be received by January 

o« *(!• a- .... ; _ee _:c.ioit 3^) .ire companies submitted 
proposals, *r.a ..ousir.g Authority, after study and r^vi^--' 2 - 

proposals, recommended two of the companies to i: : jj for a orovj** 
(See Exhibits 35 i 36 ) a.-.-iova— 


The Cutter .-11 noad site in Great feck became the subject of a 
S" a ~. n .' ini - iated J 7 the Lakeville Civic Association in Great 
••ssociation's complaint was sent to the office of 
""l ®, 3 *® Javits ® -he Senator sent the conolaint to 
I 7 ) 7.: c V-r ~ t9 ‘ 7c ? r ;; a r y 12 ’ -?73. (S-c Exhicit 

that emery a C , 8C t of the project has been*and fs'beiic riv-n'c-- 
cons.^erat.on. The ecological effects of the sro-oced construct 1 si* 
! r !.. CU ^ r : ntly ^ ld ®f f^ udy '-y^Area Cff i ce Staff, with the assist- " " 


2 0,2 ~y’^ * o *.r " G 1 ' 

*-~- Xw ° ^ J7) 


p tat ? "ePartner.t of Environmental Conservation. 


coio-^nT* i ^ i ?- C :: at ; ' eC?C ' Jecara the s ’ jb - ect of a 
*■l * * — ^ rs ^ 0 - 4 . "L r.o Cov? rirsscrv^ tic* ■* x -p-* — . ^ 

S r :::f 1 & :;v' :: ; Y * Jf;® ? cr *- Jlaint vras -led with'the Attor:-s/*‘ w ' 

v2 , C-L ' e ' ! - 7 letter dated Ieb::u?ry 15, 1373, 

; ' dis,tei that with the :..i. jTjte' 

Jape.. er.t or _nviron-c ; ,tci Concerveti-n acsawiatlon. ::culd be 
Hade to ..UJ on the future use of the oronerty. Included 

Co-MnifrfW Vas a , UOt 0f Slx sites subhitted'b The 

-...v‘,"?T d . m V ‘ C ,. AS f ociations for consideration for housing . (Eee 

.* '■ J ‘ is ' n " al ' tc matc sites were rei'erred tothe Wort: 

..e..wo-ea. .-.ousung Authority, _y d-' 4 ---' i; -|~-n .■ 

housing Authority responded to hj]'on'theM^r:ro‘os4 ? -'t 

-°::°^ e :, C , iC AsEociations ® xha fusing Authority'did not find 
c.y 0 . -..e sites acceptaole. (fee Exhibit 4l) 


i' 
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Tho current status of the Spinney Kill KDP is - Jobco Developers 
Inc. of Great Keck are proceeding with their dcyPelopment plans. 
The housin' proposed for the site will be under tho Mitchell 

t . . .- 1 ' > - .d ibit T2i) 


. ey ..ill applications for both first and second 
from t Town of horth Hempstead were submitted to the K'.Y. Area 
C.f_. . • j1L easier, a "-re cru.lete ar.d regular. They were 

proceeded norrj.lly tnr&u_h. h.j divisions, four:.: scc_-_snj_e a..d 
were a ;proved. The Zonal Opportunity reviews of these a? T .icatlons 
acceptable and approval vras recommended. 


found f. 


In the second year application a waiver was granted to the appli¬ 
cant in order to rr-.be certain property acquisitions which would 
become a commercial site would provide revenues to make it possi¬ 
ble to rer. 


w v;.u proposed housing at lew rents. 


To .fulfill the necessary rrereouisite to KIP, the tour, cf forth 
rien; stead submitted for'recertification its Workable Pro pram which 
was reviewed and approved aider the applicant had corrected defi¬ 
ciencies pointed out in the Zqual Opportunity review. 

Tne files indicate that the application for Torkabic Program 
recertification was processed normally. 

The gqual Opportunity staff in the K.Y. Area Office was extremely 
dilhsnt in exercising its responsibilities under Title VI of the 
Civil bights Act of 116'-+, Title VIII of the Civil Fights Actof 
Is'Z, cr.l 1-cacutive Crier ll'op. in the processing cf the KG? 

---i "^^.--j.bl's rc _ r:r. abdications submitted, bp* the gown os ..ermh 
hempstaai, ar.d also in the site selection process. 

The Propran Staff met with representatives of the Spinney Kill 
Community who opposed the project on the grounds that the not¬ 
ing would foster racial concentration ar.d would not provide 
freed cm cf choice cf housing r>"> -rrtv.rii.ty, KIT.’ assured tho group 
that any housing cite approval was contingent upon that site 
meeting time selection criteria which would reflect the need for 
freedom of choice in ho jic^mmj . 

The Department of housing ar.d Urban Development was aware of, 
considered, and acted upon hqual Opportunity concerns raised _r. 

The Spinney hill hJP application, '.'or'-cable Program recertification 
application, and sites for housing proposed by The Town of horth 
Hempstead, 


upon Zqual Cp 
Ap Jliceticn, 
able Program, 
income housin 


:rbh kergsterd was aware cf, considered, 
■ertunity considerations in their Spir.nc, 
their application for recertification c" 
and in their selection of sites for low 



their ,'ork- 
and moderate 


4 


6 
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rhc housing Authority of I.orth nenostead ci..d propose three sites 
lor housing which were outside of areas of racial concentration. 


- 


• incpict-1 v . ; Xv for com-lionco w'th ITT site 

uCce-i,_j.e, ,r.e Cutter id.ll noad site in Treat . eck and the 

Port Washington boulevard. site in Port Washington. 

1..-3 uu.-er —1_ ..cs i site is now the sucject of ar. environment 


4.-1 


complaint filed by various community organizations. 

K 'X 1^preparing an Invironmental Impact Study in conjunction with 
c-ane _egaroment of linvircn~.zr.nal Conservation no stud ■ th° 

ecological effects of the proposed construction. 

Jcbco -evelcpers Ir.c, of Great leek, the successful developer, 
is proceeding with development plans for opinuey hill not with¬ 
standing the current litigation involving the project. 

Violations of Title VI of the Civil lights Act of 1964, and Title 

o. tne Civil i.ignts net of l?5o are not substantiated by this 
complaint. 


C. hecomeniation s: 

The complaint should be closed on the basis that violations of 
Title VI of the Civil lights Act of 1964 and of Title VIII of the 
Civfl Rights Act of 1963 are not substantiated. 


Tie Town cf T-rt;. homestead should be advised 
tir.uo no propose sites for housing outside of 
centration to provide freedom of choice of ho’, 
the dpir.ney Kill project, as resolved in Town 
369-1971 dated June 15, 1971, 


that it is to con- 
areas of racial cca¬ 
wing opportunity for 
hoard desolation 


That one or more zi 
concentration ■..leu 
Spinney Kill site. 


sites proposed outside of areas 
acce.tauls, bo duVolcaed along 


of minorit 



r 
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•HUD’ MEMO OF OCTOBER 25, 1973 INTERVIEW WITH COMPIA.INANTS ft 
_ AND COMPLAINANT'S ATTORNEY (EXHIBIT 2) _ 


frK* * • 



*^>-M 14-oz) RO*y.tAJ4S J^D‘TiON may SK Vito 

Mentor andv^ 





- U 1 , 

5f. : . •*. 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF 
HO’ PNG AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 


TO 


! File 


date: November 7, 1973 


• IN REPLY REFER TO: 


2EC 


FROM 


Earle W. Fisher, Equal Opportunity Compliance Division 


SUBJECT: c=r in t ,; 0 . 02-74-0?-C:y-jCJ 

Great i.eck Iain or Civic Association 


I rat with '.r, lobcra . ivers r.r.i hr, .,‘illiar. Jones or. ihursday, October 2j, 
1^73, ;r. Jones is the President of the Great heck lienor Civic Association, 

cor., la inert in the above entitled complaint, hr. divers is the attorney 
re re s?n a ir.p the com; lair.ar.t, the mootin'' mas held in the office of lor, 
r: 

.or, fivers, s.eakinp for the com. lair, ant*, stated that his client has objects! 


* — as"/ " 11 ' ■'*'3 ‘ 22 I 


oro:. 


is oer.nn; 


The ovjection is cased u ;on 


the oeiiof that the bplr.uay j'.ill residents will have no real choice of housin' 
outside of the arsa of minority concentration. 

The complainant indicated that he was aware of the site in Great leek, how¬ 
ever, this site was not -oi.nj to be acquired because it is tied up with an 
environmental study. It is the complainant's belief that by the time the 
environ mar. sol problem is resolved, the b_ ir.r.ey I.ill project will be completed 
t ~five own will 00 cm cosed as Lavirm male an unsuccessful attem -t to 


.x. fivers 
Decisions t 
t I'jb reject 


> : 



statei that ho ani his client met with h' r . personnel on several 
0 voice objections to the b inr.ey hill project, h'evertheless, 
went forward. fhe last meet in; witl. PJ'; personnel was held on 
- . cm:.. 1'l.nat objected to th.o .rojsct, Jhc project 

fhe cc: -aims. - then filed suit in 1 ciorr.l Court, 


1 - • 




* , r ~' *> t 


town o- 
ec': 0: 


tvs:: ri tu: 

era.. . em ".cte-d acquires title to a.i altcr.'.r-a otto or. c .e Great 
culm outside of fhe «*• of r.'.r.ority concentration so that c. 
reject to ho::-- no.a-' c„.a r-on a a>;.. •bln . ih.xy ill, 
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Compliance Specialist 










•HUD’ LETTER OF APPROVAL OF SPINNEY HILL NDP APPLICATION TO 
HECTOR GAYLE DATED SEPTEMBER 15. 1972. (EIHIBIT 10* 
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2.1PR 

Hr » x Hector II. Gayle 
Lxocutlve Director 

Town or North iteapeteod c 1 ' 

Urban henfcv.nl Agenay 'J g 

DO Hoslyn \:oed 

Itoalyn heights, H.Y., U577 

Dear Mr. Ccyloi 

Subjecti neighborhood Leveloinont Program Application 
Progrua No. H.Y. A-29 

We are pleancd to inform you that we hove approved the Neighborhood 
Dovolopjont irogram (ifil?) AppHoution identified ubova for tho year 
beginning July 1, 1972 nnd ending Juno 30, 1973. ‘Jo luave allocated 
wl, 400,000 nu a loan and U., 300,000 ue a capital grant to aid In 
financing the program. 


Dncloood herewith are trio approved budget (Pom KOD-6275) and the 
financing plan (-'ora »rjd»G230) vdth on explanation of t!io difforanOe 
botween roruoetod and approved amounts. </ur approval of tlia budget 
outtiorlzos you to Incur costa in conformity vdth tl»o bud.ot on or 
after July 1, 1972. In tho ovent tiict tho annual funding aprooraont 
lo not fully executed by that date, coots incurroJ before the execution 
of the agreement may be considered cm eligible pro i*aa ooote, pi'ovided 
tiioy are Incurred in coiuoruity with tho provisions of tile i rioter 
agreement and tlio annual funding acreecumt. 

Aleo enclosed cue the following documents t 


1. Eiree eeparntoly bound, undated counterparts of the propoood 
annual funding xv^rcaaont and the :unator l, ;roancnt/. ho turn 
two executed, undated counterparts of tho agroouontw to uUD. 

2. Throe copies of a fora of resolution approving and iproviding 
for tho execution of tho agreements, i.otuni two completed 
coplea to ul/D. 

3. Three cats of tdnuta extracts pertaining to the Introduction 
and adoption of the resolution (Lome ndD-9012, HUD-9013, end 
IiUD-9014). iCotum two oorapletod note to UdD. 
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4* Thro® copies of proposed Certificate of Recording Officer 
(Form IIU]>-901l). Return two copies, duly executed by the 
official properly authorised to oertify to suoh proceeding 
end resolution to HUD. 

5* ‘To copies of a form of General Certificate as to the officers 
and organization of your agency (Fora lIUit-9009)# Return one 
executed copy to hllD. 


Corr- 

•pondence 

Code 


Nome 


Dote 


6, One copy of a fora of (pinion of Attorney (Form HTID-3155«) 
concerning the proposed agreements. Return one signed and 
dated opinion of your attorney to HUS. 

The proposed agreements must be duly executed or rejected, and this 
office must be notified of such execution or rejection within 10 days 
from the date of this letter. If, upon receipt of tliie letter, it 
appears that you cannot meet this requirement, please communicate 
with us immediately, giving the reasons for the necessary delay end 
indicating the additionnl tlno required. Promptly after taking 
appropriate action on the agreements, pleaee transmit the documents 
listed above to the Area Counsel. 

After the egrecnento have been duly executed by the government, you 
will be foraarded one executed counterpart for your records. 

The meter agreement requires, among other things* that you submit 
to ue plane and specifications for any construction contract you 
propoco to execute end full data respecting the acquisition of any 
real property before you effect such acquisition in order that we 
may advice you of our concurrence in your proposed action. 

To exnodite the progran'a financing* there are enclosed the following 
additional documents to be noted upon oy your governing body and 
returned to the Area Counsels 

1. Two copies of * fora of project Inm Wot* (<Ama 

Return tno executed Irojeot loan Rote to JIUU end retain the 
seoond counterpart. 

2« Three copies of the -Basic Rote Resolution (Fora UUH-9101) 
authorlidng execution and ioouonoe of the Irojeot loan Rote 
for dejooit with liUD. Return two oompletod copies of the 
BasdLo Note Resolution to JIUD, 

3. Three Beta of suggested minutes extract a pertaining to the 

lalBndnntl rm on<^ ndontlnn nf t. i q 


ORIGINATOR 


UD-713 (9-67) 


u...LL .Li i.. i- “ fv - nrrl ^ Rote Rooolutl on 

— K c ompl e t ed te te t o UUP 


CONCURRENCE 


OFF.C1AU RECORD OOPy ^ ° F H0US,NC AND URBAN OEVELOPMENT 
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4* Three proponed Certificate of Heoordiivt Offioer (Fora HUD-9011)* 
Return two copiaa of the Cortificato duly oxocutod hy the 
official properly authorised to certify to uucn proceeding 
end Resolution* 

5 . Two copies of a form of General Certificate as to the officers 
and organisation of your agency (Form 1IUD-9009)* lie turn one 
executed copy of the General Certificate to HUD* 

6* One copy of Opinion of Attorney (Form HUD-9105)* Retoiro signed 
and dated Opinion of Attorney to HUD* 


Sincerely, 



Director 

Operations Division 


_C?P Reading Processing Freifeld 
Audit Giacopino 


2.1PR:FREIFELD:AB 8/24/72 Ext. 4731 


Siegel Legal ADP C.O. Herman Pelitti 


Enclosures 





. DEPARTMENT OF MOUSING AND urban nrun n imtuT 
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'HUT' EtAI Om'RTUNITY REVE’I cf spinney hiu. ndp second year 

_ DATED JULY 11. 1973 (EXHIBIT 17 ) . _ , 


Hu0-®« 14-71) PHCVIOUt COITION MAY *1 

Memorandum 


U S. DEPARTMENT OF 
HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 


TO Margaret Myeraon, Director, 2.IP 


DATE; 


JUN I l E73 


Attn: Gerald Crulae, 2.1PM 


IN REPLY REFER TO; 


I 




from Grace E. Malone, Equal Opportunity Division 


subject. NDP, Project No. NY A-29 (Year II), Town of North Hempstead, New York 

Purpose : To provide an EO review of subject NDP application from the Town of North 
Hempstead, N.Y. 

Persons Contacted : Al Gosey, CD Rep. 

Hector Gayle, Executive Director, N.H.H.A. 


Recommendations: 


Applicant should identify the civic or ethnic affiliations of PAC members as well as the 
organizational structure of the committee. 

Findings : 

1. Out of a total population of i'34,984, the Town of N. Hempstead has a minority popula¬ 
tion of approximately 12, 184 (6%). 

2. Application provides assurances to comply with Title VI (CRA 1954) and Title VIII 
(CRA 1968) as well as all appropriate Executive Orders. 

3. The relocation workload totals 54 families and individuals characterized as follows: 

Individuals _ Elderly _ Family _ Total 

Black 28 4 20 52 

White 1 1 _2 

54 

4. Applicant proposes ;o utilize the following aa relocation resources for NDP dlaplacees: 
private sales and rental throughout the Township, 390 unita of state-aided public houa- 
i n 8 (5/1 turnover per year), 89 units of Section 221(d)3 housing (72 turnover per year), 

110 unita of Mltche11-Lama housing of which 202 are for low-income families, 100 units 

of proposed Mltchell-Lama housing of which 202 will be reserved for low-income tenants 
who will receive rent supplements. 

The latter supplements are to be paid by the sponsor, the Inter-Faith Council of Kaahaseet. 

5. Of the above resources, the following are located outside areas of minority concen¬ 
tration: private market rentals and sales, 66 units of state-aided family public 
housing, 89 units of Section 221(d)3 housing, 110 units of Mltchell-Lama housing. 


EXHIBIT 17 
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in area of mlnorlty^onc^r^t ion (P«caI d l M |^A-29)' L irwn S oo 8 t“ib 1 t be COns:ructe,J ln 
n»nt of low-income and minoritv „ .' ’ iC contribute to the disburse- 

8T£ “Je^ 1 " 8 pro8ra “ ‘“‘'■■"“"'h"™ 5 S'SSuSl*,. 

t I L’ b c o h u oo 1 b du f "”cri„ n °rvhuh t it 1 f b nf i , th : h h r ine *• iocated in * -*-*»«»<■«.. 

minority enrollment of 47., which is considerahl Sch ° o1 Distrlc t which has a 

in the adjacent Manhasaet school Dl.tMct Th,, 1 ?" " “* ° ln0rlt > r e " r ° 11 "*”t 

hute to the deaegregatIon of ^1^.d T ^.;^r 8 * r,,Ctl " “ 1U ““ 

Reaidents'in‘theplanning ° £ th ' “» 

The 29 member PAC includes the nPmhPmH h PAC WhlCh meetS raonthl y w *th the LPA. 

Neck Coalition for Better Housinr the Frn° Gep *- esentatlve8 of the Manhasset-Great 
Church and First Baptist Church. ’ n ° m C ppGrtunit y Council, Mt. Olive Baptist 

c 7 ;vU P a P Jfn^tfo:a 8 or i tr" £b : r . t rip? rganl ' atl0nal ° £ th ‘ P “ •- *■ «hnic and 



Director 






'HDD' BV(PAL OPPORTUNITY REVIEW OF WOHKABIE PROGRAM 
APPLICATION, TOWN OF NORTH HEMPSTEAD DATED 
MARCH 11. 1971 ( EXHIBIT 18 ) _ 


■Li- irdulu, Director 
■'m! .isfcicn 1 ivl'iicn 

'•ttu: Jorrjph i cnticciolo. .'‘reiv.-a .i .anuger 
(,rac *“ • Lonj, t.c;(.Kil Opportunity Divloiuu 


A / 31 


/- 

t- 


L- ^ 





I 




'Jr't -Jli ..pnilcntion Per {'icartl.f iratiun 

liv.n rjf O’jrth Ht »potr;jd, iow Yuri-. 


~ -L -JO ■ ; J . * 


,r: ' ri "‘ • > ! « Jojronnnttiilv?, HUO 


orot • ih ;(• 


Vluicn, .o zi.'l ■ jt-’nt for '1 nning Icr.uir r nanta, l! , J 

1 » r > • f _«_ • » 


..'.-. 'I'u / ! In-, .hi ir, 1 'r.nin-j . }{•, 

‘" l ’ r * '' * 1 3 - •-i.r )it;orl L J .. i-jp-jctor 

*“**•)'• •* !'<• ** ^uatot^.nt l*-A Dir^ct.or 


lo sroi-h -.-.n no uv.ilin.tion or i-ct en-U^iion for ..or*;,--.?* --t«f«- 

c.tticn tv'i fch j fern is’ .* r.rth Mar-jot sad, u.Y. J -*-*• - 


f >.-nr l u-j a n: 


:ut)j3ct roilItalian i 3 rot satisfactory in ito ED aspects. Djjcifically. it fails 

pursuant to Titlf VIII^-'cVwJ?-ftintatlon of its fair houoinr, solicy initiated 
pur.uant tj litl.i Jill, .action dll (e)(5), of tlia Civil .Jinhto Act of 13C0 

tiown anou^ed an Loon Mousing Lrdinanca on January 29, 1JD9). 


'^COTi-.^nr-itf nn ni 


? f = ub - |3Ct -til th, c„Ucant cubnl<» 

1 df r ir ^ tlva i^lowintotlon or ito fair housing policy - 

’" tl . /' J.!!* ” lt,2r to ^rovido minority .-iar:’on<i displaced by any govarnixintul 

wetiun 4.0 .»crt.\ hnu.orjr»«-i th« .... ' uw ' #i "" ,jr,vu * i 

oroao of minority concootretion In ths Town. " tJil Ud * l,lthl "» 


uaacl;)l 


end peonreom, for^ ^b^’r'o^rpraJncL^Ilv's^JT^d n‘ i>Ionnln 9 

«S S."S2^ q SS 

^Pio^ntotloi oT: u ch policTu o’ llZll IS} 1 ?? 10 :, t0 **«*• h °« «» .f?i«Tlw 
(Sua M findingo"). Y t0 b ° in tha NY H-227 relocation plan 


EXHIBIT 18 
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’HUD' LETTER TO TOWN OF NORTH HEMPSTEAD HE RECXRTCFCATION OF WORKABLE 
PROGRAM ’ ”ED APRIL 14, 1971 (EXHIBIT 19 ) 



REGION II 
R t • ON A L OFFICE 
NEW yOPK 


DEPARTMtNT OF HOUSING AND URBAN Dt/cLOPMENT 

ARE* Of FIC? 

120 CHURCH STREET. NEW YORK, NEW YORK 10007 

(EXHIBIT 19) 
m l 4 r 7] 


ARE AJ5V Ell E S , 
Buffalo. N'» Y *fc \3* 
Canvlm, N'» 

Mr* Yurt*. Nf» York 
Nawark. N»~ 

San Juan. Pu»r< > ffito 


IN nfPL* PHI* »0. 


DP-1 


Ilr. lliciiaal J. Tully, Jr. 
To-m ol Horth Heapotoad 
To.m iLill 

MunUasuot, Now York 11030 


Door Hr. Tully* 


Subject! Recertification of Vferkable Procraa 

In order to corplcto our rchw of the Town's Uorl^blo Veojran 
education, we fcul it is nocucc ary that rcp.-wjc.^ -ivea o* the 
DoparUivat meat with you and other officials end rcpiv.-n«a-ivca 
of tiio Town, ouch aa the Town Council, ti.o P-ruudr: *,0 ~-d* t-.o 
Housing Autliority and tho Urban Renewal Agency. wC/cral ac.*aui- 
oento to tho recertification of the Y.'crle.blu Program prc-cn^ly 
odLot, specifically in tho areas of housing needs and fair housing. 


Y.'e aro mot anxious to engago in a workshop typo of meeting 
tho officials representatives of tha Tc.m to discuss possible 
actions tliat may bo taken to rooolvo tho es i atlag problem . we aro 
willing to meet either in the day or in tho evening at your eoo- 
vecionoe. 


Wo would appreciate that tha date of mooting be prior to April 30, 
1S71. 


Sincerely, A 




Joseph Mopticc i alo 
ogrinr 


Pro, 


Manager 


cot 

Hector Oayle 
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•HUD' LETTER TO HECTOR GAYIZ DATED JUNE 10, 1971 RE APPLICATION UNDER 
OPEN LAND EXCEPTION ^WOHKAHT.F. PROGRAM ( EXHIBIT 20 ) _ 


#« m 

Hi i • i O n ti 
•"oiONA. *»-►»* » 

Nt * VOifK, Ni * VOMK 


COMMUNITY Pi.ANN Town of No. 

Al< I I in • . . LUl 4 nco 1 >' 

A l< i A O » » »» r. 

i;o ciiu.^h •jrwt.c i, Nt* yowk. nlw yohk i&ou/ 


(EXHIBIT 20) 






JUN 


1 0 13/) 


»tf, o'^'WOi U, V»»tY^ 1 ' 

..I.OCuLlVt' 1/i fl'CiUt.' 

Tow** u*. itut'Lii Hcmpstcac* o*.’o*ir* Renewal A 0 ency 
oO Rosiyn Road 

Roslyn Heights, New York 11577 
bear Mr. G**yle: 

Subject: Inquiry regarding Renewal Application under Opcn^Luuu 

exception or Section 741(b) of the Housing Act. o * 1970 

This will reply to your letter of April 30, 1971. 

With regard to your inquiry couccrnin,. Section 741(b) of tni ..on..mg 
Act of 1970, there is enclosed for your information a uraft o. .. 
Circular coverning the provision and applicability of this Sectio.*. 
It is emphasized that this is a draft and subject to change. It *i 
forwarded solely for the purpose of providing you with general in¬ 
formation on the new amendment. 

Of course, the information regarding the Open Land Exception Tro.cc* 
approach is contained in the Urban Renewal Handbook under Sections 
*U!A 7205. 1, Chapter 2, pages 6 and 7 and RiiA 7214, Chapter 3, Sec¬ 
tion 1, Page 2. 

The question of using urban renewal treatment for a project area 
that would inerrporate a group of non-contiguous s*.tes is |>*.e- cnt y 
under study by our legal staff and wc arc not yew in a position to 
advise you regarding thin matter, however, we Hope to Have o deci¬ 
sion nhortly and will advise you os soon as possible. 








2 


i L is our feeling villi regard to tlic Town' s Application .a*. rocer- 
liiication of its Workable Program that the resolution of the Town 
;>o, tV il presented to Mr. S. William Green at the nice tin-, of May 20, 
1*171, be amended to incorporate, the iollowing: ihc faun agrees to 

utiliac all resources available to encourage construction of low 
ana moderate income housing outside areas oC racial concentration 
for residents of all races and econo..ic mines, as veil as apply 
for Gectiun 7dlh or Open Lanti .'-inception programs ii necessary. 

V.. ' incorporation u. this ch..n..e in Ik- ..oara’s resolution will be 
deemed a satisfactory con...itmcnt of the Yown, made in good ra.tn to 
the provision of needed Low and moderate income housi.iV; outsioe 
areas of racial containment. This wilL remove the ma |or impediment A 
to recertification of the Workable Program for the Yowu o. »orth 
Hempstead. 



Enclosure 


•HUD* LETTER TO TOWN OF NO ROT HEMPSTEAD DATED JUNE 15, 1971 
RE WORKABLE PROGRAM RECERTIFICATION ( EXHIBIT 21 )_ 
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Jt: 


i* ? •j' II 


2.1SQ 


Mr. Michael «J. Tully. Jr. 

Towi ox nortiii liCjzpouc-ou 
To’.-.n Hall 

llnnhaonet, H. Y. 11030 
Dear Hr. Tully: 

Subject: Recertification of l.orhable rrogma 


It ic cur belief that this office Mill to able to re-certify the Term's 
veritable prc/yrr.n upon the enactment by the form board, and the tuLruirsicn 
thereof, of an cmcr.dco. x-ccolution vidcii included the lansucb'.c opacified in 
our letter o i Juno 10, lv71 to Hr. Rector il. Coyle, Frxeutivo Director, 
Tom of llorth bc.iprvtcnd Urbr.n bcnci.nl /.';tncy. 

Sincerely, 


John B. Hoylott 
Director 


cc: 

2. ire 

Cert. 1 

2.1GD 

beaten 

2.1/MU 

Cruise 

2S 

Green 

2. ln.M 

Loon 

2.1b 

Malone 

2.1111 

Montic 

2.1GQ 

C r la tos 




rs 


2.1GQ: V LATCG: LP 


2 / 


Cerr- 

ipondcnct 

Codr 

ORIOINX TOH 

2.:ro 

CONCURRENCE 

CONCURRENCE 

concurrence i 

CONCURRENCE 

CONCURRENCE 

CONCURRENCE 

Name 

Yin to s 





* 


Dote 
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e ■ • • Councilman rv.Yr.nzo offered the following resolution and moved 

/. ' • Its adoption, widen resolution was declared adopted alter a poll of tho members' 

• jv. of tills Hoard: . . • 

* *• :• I- • 

.a.:.;- '•*.••,. '. • V/. '• -,- t 

”• •’ RESOLUTION NO.' v 297 - 1971 


'*■ > *.,■ 


A RESOLUTION MM PRESSING THE IaTENT OF THE • 

* - V -> TOf.'N BOARD TO PROVIDE SUBSIDIZED HOUSING - - ~ 

L v -T1 IRO_U G: IO UT„TH E.T_Q\VN_ Q P NO RTH I I E M PST E A D. 

• I * . .• _rr ’ 

—_i__‘i_•_*_]_ *_ _ _ ^ 

*. 4 WHEREAS, tho Town of North Hempstead recognizes the houiiJig - 

• • \ ;* • I • •., •' 

,••• . crisis existing throughout the nation; and ••„•■. . . " 

• * • • , * • 

» . ' ' WHEREAS, the Town of North Hempstead Is concerned ith the 

* • . * 

a health, welfare, and safety of all citizens of the Town and particularly those 

’ \* • . 

' * . with Incomes considered to he marginal in this inflationary period; and 

, * . _ 4 . 

" - WHEREAS, the Town wishes to provide equal housing opportunity 

. for all life citizens, • J .< * . 

•% - '■ • . 

• • • * * • • ...» ‘ . 

' . NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT 

' ■ , •• RESOLVED that the Town of North Hccmstcad by this resolution 

• .. 4 * . 

• — *, r -' 

"*•’ hereby expresses its Intent to encourage construction of subsidized housing out- 
‘ » • •• * » ° 

•’ * ‘ ’ • .* * ----- 

.. side arcus of costajjuncnl for those citizens so qualifying in order to promote 

A 

... . .freedom of choice and to avert gheltoizatioa. 

■A • ' • 

..Rated: Mauhasset, New York . ■*•' 4 '-i.\-■ •• 

. . v Way 13, 1071 " . : . * " • V.\ . 

.. • • • • 

. . V » • • 

•'* '■ ’ •' Thc votc on the foregoing resolution v/po ^corded as follows: 

' . ■ : AYES: Covncilr.en DaV^.nzo, Martin and Veinstcin and 

< • . Supervisor Tully 

... • • # ;« 

.• NAYS: None. v. * * 


O 











• : • 'I 

^ * • 

PLANNING HEVTEK 0? TO SUABLE PPOGHAli APPLICATION ‘ ' J 

TO® OF NORTH IDR'.PSTtAD DATE Si JONS 22, 1971 
( EXHIBIT 23 ‘ 


cc: CF, FruUi'i Giciu, 0.»v l 9 l.v( n, Mont Lcclol< 

Lapatlul a, Yuli^li, R ndiu&, l/ar-lilngtou, OCli.cc 


A 

Viator: 
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John E, !ott, 2. IS 

Juui 22, J’'71 

Cor.'t.- it-Viator, 2.1SQ 


'io-..’n oi : ■ j: iri »• ,r Vov’: - Rccart£flc;.viou <-C i.’ar’ 1. 

i .. j. Cora-uni-r' i r/ ,X 



o 


Exhibit 23 







1971 


TO' LETT2R TO TC'.U CK KOHTH 
RECERTIFYING PRQGltfJ.. 


HKIPJTEM) rwTKD JULY 2 
1 a'/Lfl 31T 24) _ 
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*» _c. ON ' 

REG CsAl O^rice 
Nc* VQnK, NEW VQRK 


AREA 0 P r iC E 

120 CHJRCrl STREET. NEW YORK. N£W YCRrf 0C07 

(EXHIBIT 24 ) 


Oam«)*n, ,N>w jtruty 
N*w York. Naur Y»f•* 
Newark. .Nrw Jarat y 
San Juan, Purrto Rica 


1 n • r »i. v hi.»ib toi 

o • r p 













PRCJ°:CT SgLECTICH OfllTSIg* 'jt’BSTICNAlREf FOOT '..'ASHIKGTON SITE ( ESKIBIT 30 ) 

• roo.Ti.CT r.!.i ’ICVJCmI ClUV^tC/. QUiWTXtt.iJAllW 'tju'iW i r *- 

Vror.cv ; ,\1 the infer: ifw r o,r:'cd t>.;1 ot;< io r ho\v;irr prosed undar any 

* * "... , r _ * , . o *>: V ; ) lit, ?ur,jpJ (•r. ,, i I w • 

S^jSRggK - i avtswSJWM* 

• evaluate ... -to.A.. *o- W.n -y ;;, ;.,,-lies &vt -or Section P;6 piv.joc.-r. and 

rtoieclion t> iicria developed by the Department. . 


LOCi.sil 

/ yy.p PORT WAS 

Attach 

p rap design'tin;; 

in v.*;. : r: 

'•> thv site is Jet 

in/are 

nr,t yet been hn-v. 

they *r 

a I or? ted whicii a 

pro.'.'i'i 

r-1 cction enter 

and J \- 

, • **)XT.ri. r. t)(.: \ 

to t* 7 

st t'i tiphboid 

3 11 1 

. r;^ C r~ . ■»; [.}•?'•> 

fact. :■ 

' onii.g, t ■ '<d 

- 

c u 

tic-, • 

i tc. tru'.sp-v 1 .. 

i rai; 

., olhnr eXi-st. iv 

faidl 

. , urban reset.el 

r.ay t ; 

r 7 rti went. 


. *. \:n uric cujv uj. j-- ' ; 

a ( !fi S i ( ..vv:o possible ui.lcs and the sections in which 
]•’■ ■. ••■ oH-diiy certain to receives approval under the 
■■■) fv-c'-ion is dcfiv^cd as the project noighWncod 
v-.‘ o :.-,. r ,.,.. 1,0 at least those ncichborhooda cos.’f’uou: 

r.'., 1 . Whore reasonable to do so, sections r.oy bo deiinci 
, ,j. ; ;; -1!•■ ;.od sections, identify the folic, ring 

, ■ • 3.-iaiity of adequate utilities, racial and 

to existing or proponed corjwnj.v faulTi 
,. Itl : j* j.-.j-.r thoroughfar. r, cwwl oy«cnb cov.con- 
• or pros > d housin'; for low- and/or r.oderatc-incc.w 
’areas selected or proposed, and other such items as 


t .-! .c. i , 

{•.' • lie scribe how the proposed houc ins responds to the needs of the 
' J 3t.v;(f.v) ii.r r-') households to to served, in te.’jvs of price, mirabor 
of bodrocr.s and .-.t rue tv. -. type. 

Ka.scJ c.: r.yplVf.-• .b,i\ on I'.vul t " * H^ocmi Term Ifor-se apaA*ttn<» to be 

buic.i rJ i'cit than y-ototwe coi-U. . . 

(h) 3 , die - .* e rrT.V- VV- hv-sh..;- will, servo as a relocation resource for 

famllor. displaced or to bo displaced by Rovcm’v.-ntal action. 


•i. rai.mtr/ I’ouojro cpramsnTTKS ' '■ '*•■• v* 

If lite(s) v./ai ■ Inoni, pro id- the follow inn infoination about location 
' and id: ntifv on - if si 1 (: ) Ware unknown, nuhr.it npproprt.ta 

ctateriesit.'i of intent using the format indicated in exhibit A of this fonn. 
hf.cnticn of site is: ( Cheek applicable item.) 

U) _ outside . • .:f ;.i'..s:d !y ccncenl-.v.tion and win provide 

housing opportunities for min'ritioo. ■ * 


(b) X j n a ranially-wiv.ul area and the project will liavn no nlp.nlfleant 
effect on the proportion of Minority to non-h'bnaiut.y 1 ;uuJ.ic.".. . 


___ In on urban renewal area# 

— UIjicum: i.v.u.n ,.r .uid.inu iuj.. ivnuyss included ii n.ni.val. pi' 1 


Exhibit 30 
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Is Dio’’area expected to sorvo'a racially varied population? Explain. 

Is execution of plan proceeding without unusual delays? Arc any 
delays exploded? ' 


in our near an area of minority concentration, but project is neces- 
r.aiy to meet overriding housing needs i.liich cannot otherwise feasibly 
La met in the housing market area. 

Auhach tioai.’.'.aw'u.joii, based on relevant racial, socio-cccnovic, or 
other data avl info?-, lion, supporting overriding liouaing need and 
unavailability of alternate housing or project sites. For example: 
land cos..,*, for ; ’’aper.!y v.oned lan! in other acceptable locations of 
the housing r::!.,.t area, are too high to accca.-.e-J ite such housing; 
the only other acceptable locations arc; in ports of the housing 'market 
.area which a. or are becoming areas of minority concentration; or 
tho residents of the project area or prospective residents of the 
proposed housing iia.ve expressed a desire for the project to be built 
in or near that area became they have strong cultural, social, or 
econo-.:c ties to it. A nerd based on strong cultural, social, or 
ccono-.it; tie:- should be documented by citisons' participation ;n 
r ' 1 Pities plan in;;, or rcr.olutlonn or other cn:.runicctions from 

citi st.ii';’ a: .. o; o 1 her broadly ly • I n irhos.i t . 

r,,; ■ : : «• ■ : P » y l v -> as part of thi: .d a • n t tion. ’ 


J'ViED ECIA’J 1 ’ I I'CR 1.0'..‘(i r <) XJiCOJHI TAKILILS • » 

* b 

njic(s) kns.r.' provide Die folio* ting information; if sito(o) unknown, sub:it 
.r.m si nt(. ) of intent. 

,;jU hs locai?,d in a nc; ghborhood ubieli is: (check whore applicable.) 

f 

s . 

._0_- in » section containing lii ilo :r no .sv.bsidi;-. ’ bousing. 

66 twill undeA Stxiz Subildtj 

_ coTirparabln in terro of nr.-ghborhood facilities and vrvic"; in 

neighborhood.; consisting largely of unsubsit is i housinr. 

Pi: culm. 


accf nr.iblo to job oppr. rtu;iit.ics ♦ . 

w>Pc.i..i i % , ti. -.i . t. ni'\ co:,t (i.f by public tiv n:,postal i.on ) to major 

courcca of c-inloy*. nt. . . ' J 

Identify Iran: partition routes and employ rent centers on nap. 












/,. i:r.i.ATi up to o;(.:;o.:ri! t.\:n i)i;vi:uVi;ni:r 
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)f tli.' followin'; infi i mii Ion is hnown, please provide-; if not, provide npproprlntc 

St/llemi nl( «) ol Jnl. lit." . . 

(n> K>.j* 1 /i 1 ii relationship of proposed lion: In;; to officially approved loud use or 

oilier develop. ;iL plans. • ' 

T/ic ^opoAcd Iwuiing wUt bn coniiUnnt with planning cormluion land wind plan. 

(1>) Indie,.to whether proposed project'tri 11 tr located (n a no) p.hborltood imrieipoing 
Improve ncii t vf / ' . . ; i ;' • ii. ■ .1 i I lode 1 Cl t i n n , or other siiul lar federal , state or 

(< ) Indicate win t !■• r propose i .log wi 11 lnpl.ri.r-iit a policy adopted by the local 
(•overn(tig f..v f r»J , lor and dJr.p rsi hour.lug foj low- and i oderato- 

Incoi.e ! : ,ui lie. . hi.sc us: , 


,(d) H housing ir. to he lot •• < : i i, a c-... mlty <.:■). ,t officially cj.pi r. .-ad j’.nr,, 
indlrate i:l»eliter the lo I < , of t he pro; • ; : < ■ ; • • . ; : 

grf.. . ;i p'. I l e r n . ( ) . e . , lift. ..d< ! e t i ,■ • i :j i I y . i i j I i t . . ! citilitie., , r C 

available ot pi. .nr..- <1; tl land-use p it terns in < - i h that tin- residential 
chi i.’clti o< l ’.. * might rl.uu-1 nil) he protected, etc.) lirrniLe. 


>. Mi ‘ ■ t 1 ; ) 0 l iiv I r.;:vi 

^• 1 I ’ 1 '• . - o' • tire, i: hi.own, pleat c provid ; if n.l, piovidc appt opt i it ■ 




of ;-.-.te:.t. 


(a) r ;■ ..... I ... I .... , ... ... .. ,, ., that ; 1 v .-i ] ] . • ■ , the physic; 1 

• * ' : of the neffdd J thre-uj-.h fact h as elir-.inatl . f hlijhlii 

5:/; . e> ept i .a! . hitectu.:,! treat • l , i. proved land-i patterns. 

V'. ; . * " ' d l!t.v ’< >t -i \nC ' ■ ■ ' ■ . ./• . -■ ... , 

■ '•< It. ■' • l V. ent tvilt U >< it to Hu 4 ii ; phjiical ci i , ’ , t. 

. (|,) V in ’ !■'' I project create .. tie 11 pi mm 1 ! in an undev. lop -d 

• with a nlniiiu a .-. i si . < oloj ic.-.l ,. ; c i’: i• . 


<C ) 1 nil ic all I ' • then site is subject 1 adverse « nvi . . ■ ! inf) ut-nci (e.g. 

e, Ire<iueiit fl nj;, prosii.iity to raJ1 i a!:., airports, or slmila 
lirt/.oi ds) , Specify such i nf 1renec-s and identify cm map. 


(,!> Mo,ft ' nn,urnI 1 ••• 'hicl r ty i of. • i by t | propofed project 

e.p. Wildliir pi .server,. (Identify on , ip.) 


(.) h. . 


.. ]• i . . . t. 


*K i l t ,. ill ud . 


m icurr ruosucTHw 

l-or propntals unde Srr.'lon 7V.(i), Section «f,, or rent ..... . specify 

evnnt «,,.ei e,,e ( . ,.f yiUtf Mull o. other Muff nvni Itihle to yn.i (Inclmh- 

. . ..>-• . 

^ ( •P Apj.c,,.;^ 


your till! Illy to develop (lie pi.,;.„sed 


I 





I'... 11 ••/.., I 


in) Speed of production ... . 

• A 46 

• * 

<b) Qu.il i ly , 

0 

• * I 

(c) Cost ' 

I) j r.'.n t . i r. an LI!/, •..•ill: no units under ._(Chock if nppl icaltle. ) 

■ ' I 


I'KO.D.CT VOILi.'ilAl TOR ClUlAi ) l.C. lilKOItm JM'LOYJ IChT /.:.!> I.USJ KLS.V Ci’l’OI;! LJ J I !.G 

(«) State and discuss gon 1 r. cr efforts lo be made for provitling trainin'; and/or 

employ cut for mi nor i t i c s in any phase of project tlevelrpir/ nt, e.g. planning, 
tile develop ..nt, construct ion , maintenance, manager an l. 

ViiC'.iSti <’i r.tXcnJcj ur.dfA way to include irunodtij tAouiiu’,) and crptoyment. AAAar.geiicntl 
have ru:. . • !-c'.n rede tliicugli the Uncoil Taade .1 Council, which hai mo•<e than '<0 unioni unci 

itA ’s •: < •*- -■ ' Vutit'M.u 0(5 mi liv'd ty gneupi . 1 

(b) ! t.-.te . • 1 discuss go.: 1 .«: or efforts to be made for utilizin'; business concerns 

c.rnerf in substantial part by ninoritier. in any phase oi project development. 


l’l. -Vj ; . a ■ .) 15c•'fyI.n : v :.’.''. •:: ;,j dint ..ppliea 1 to i.ntion (Hot 

re'p.i: ■ * r Lo ;.] Hoj ring /. t h"ri i i e: \:i t h no units t r i. • n ■ 

(a) bdr.cua:. past itannf.ci.f-nt experience, if any. 


(b) I':) 1 pro; as.-> 1 * under Sec 11 r.r 23 5( i) , Sect i ( . ' oj rent ruppl orient, der.cr i 1 e 
l ;; < tnt plan or prop’ ..1 itv.ternts of appl i t. .1 !. ho.,' ire. i:...n: : "nt issue. 

Sec ejmtoi </< v ' 

(2) i.: J.t'o) llot’sir" /.tit in : : l i ■ ■ tv’ll) units u.il.r i.nn.-;;< nt , disci:.' effort:. 

’ ’ ■ i.vJa to c Itcourage the t'rvrlf ; nt of well •■• air ;.t d and •. 1 1 -t.ta i nt a i nvl pv-jet 
f.:.J to foster goo! relation:; between tenants and • • nt and with the 

• surround!ng cor.-..unity. 


o 
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Ph CJKCT SgLKCTICN CRITERIA. UT-igTICHAI.g . iAHHASSET SITS ( 2 XKIBIT 31 ) 

• ••• ■ cr.w,/.v i* :/ 

'• rnoji.cx ahUMisri 

of°a^rS! ; .V:n-’’jS’v.’ 1 ; V* wlp.'.’lrrS, Bertim. ?.%! or 

•tUM - ii - >..- Lit*, re ibserilx -I in rel.IV.IV A .U- U.io KM «• l.*» n. .... .»••*- 

S ^5 te 

evaiiatc ..tests for .•■•., > . ..A.. Ax.n, >. a. ~ Vi a! ,d 

to dttbSlno 'their co, ^li^co with project 

Rei.ccl.ion criteria developed by the Department. 


I/jCALiTV :r.r HanhnAtet. - J6 units 


Attach : -p cHsirr-V'.tc project eUc-(n), o-..Uii:*nt' the section of the city 
in t.-hich the Rite i: ir. ted. (In the case of public ho >"}„■: chore nit/. ) 

•i.,/ 6 . v . n-.' I,; -.a : no; r’.c ■'■:■■'■ '-• 1 t c cite! and the sections in ••• • ••■•> 

located Khich ere ro.-s* n .Uly cc?t in to recoi ."■ api rov? 1 und / the 


they S:l'C 
)H'C. jsc 


: .• i -.j on t is v' 


.). :. .<«ion 3- n r;n:d as the yr jt' t W >V.hb ! t I 


an : t;.. ; »rr< *din C . c or!: , i.e., at. least tho < » • oda < : t ./ /■;• 

t., i . : „ ;:. ; •.. o. ■/.;. S.V.T3 rc-jcr.r.ablo to do BO, r. 1 • ■■'.! 1 

in f-* ' ■ of i - ns s'. For dr -.5 reacted r.cctjcns, id ,v i : 

r ; .-ir.: . • ■ - .;.t ■, 1 m v ■ , . i i.•.:•'• i ity or ;.s .scr.te ••’..• rt :v r i- ' ■ 

iithni c . • - f.':~ .;. :.. o" • ' l!y ‘ ' e/istin- or p: opr . c • 


i,. 


or l.iic 
for 


coiictn- 


.•,. 1 /nr 


tie , ' •• ■ ■<’’> 

tint ; or 1 ' • , . ,, 

, _ • j . • -_;j jo!. areas .soil ctcd or pro^oscu, and oilier such iter.-. no 

> • , • I V - . | < (A* ' 

I' .1 ~ - 1 ‘ ■'* 


(a) )> • V •• lh ; r/, ■ ’• hers'I 

lw(t ) inct In ‘.is* ’.••• to U* 

(4 1 :: an : r type. 

Bunt cn i or. l-.ci.d t, i an / 

a< fc-ii t/.-n j-tetoco‘<s. 


I 



4. bedxoomi 7<v.v. licuie (iya\4u>ci:ti to be buiXt 


<b) 


Jr.dicoto vhfther the h: r-ing vill 
J'afiilics ciispl; e 1 or to Lc tisjO 
i'c.i 


yervo if rr 1 or:t1 :i r •:< r'*50.ircc 

■ tion • 



?. icii.UMTi nour.Tir. oilc:: tu:: iv 1;.3 ' • v- 

jr :.i t *■(: ) is/ara V.iic.m, provide the follo-.rinr. itif iv.ation o.l ml If a tion 
and i-h nl .fy on u -?: if r.>•.*.( ) is/are unhn- .i, s«!; t ..csrcpr.i-1 r 
Btatci.i ;.it:; of iuler.t .a;; the frn::it indicated j.i erJuhit A of this for.-i. 
Locati-.i of cite i.;: ( Cliec!: applic.it.tc item.) 


(• > . 


« • • • • . 

honciii{j ojipsi'funi t ■ ifor nano i-x tics. 


(b) 


ill n 


lMciaaiy-n i red area and the project rill have no sipii ft cant 


effect on the j,roj..'*rtioi» of Minority to non-;’,in:n ity faxi I fs 


(c) in nil "ib.'il renoM.il area. 

Discuss typo:: «if liou .m;’ end jir)co Jei'i.* im led. d in ri.iu.v il. plan. 
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A 48 

Is tho area expocted to sorve'a racially varied population? Explain. 


In execution nf plan proceeding without unusual delays? Arc any 
delays wpeeled? 

________ 

i n our near an area of "Minority cbriccivCrc.t) ein~l>ut project 'lsmcecs- 
sary to j, •,?<.(, overriding loanin'' needs tcliic-H cannot otherwise feasibly 
be net in the housin g market area. 

Attach doa .’.rntatii baaed on relevant racial, Eocio-eccneslc, or 
other data and infos; 'tion, supporting overriding housing need and 
unavailability of al t ern.' to housing or project cites. For exair.ple: 
land cost;, for p-c; r.!.y zoned lat.J in other acceptable locations of 
tho housing market area arc too high to accew..adatc ouch housing; 
the oi’ily fitter acr.t ;•! able locations arc in parts of the housing market 
area which are or are becoming areas of ; inority concentration; -or 
the residents of t: *• project area or prospective residents of* V 
propose.! howsjr.g I;; expressed a.desire for the project to i,e ..nit 

in or near that area because they have strong cultural, see! .1, or 
econo;Ac ties to it, A need breed on st \>sg cultural, social, or 
cccno::i o. t should he documented by citizens' participation in 

Rode) t ; pl.en.i i. , nr resolutions or other cor.' - uni ions f; i 
citizens 1 ascoci ati ns or other broadly based neigh) >d groi s. 

Tiic at isci, a nap l. y be a; ed as part of this docu '.entail on. 


IMs LCCATIK! TOr. LOV.’O :) IDCOES FAIsiLES • * 

If : known,* provide th: following information; if site(s) unknown, sutwi.it 

ap;n prJ-ito sta.t' i r.i (s) of wd snt. • ■ • 

rroj; ' , will Ve located in a neighborhood which iL (thee): where applicable.) 
(a)_yin a section conta> nine little ^r no suloid: zed housing. 


(b) comparable in ter. ; of neighborhood facilities and services to 
neighborhoods consisting largely of unsub; dined lion ing. 
Discuss. . . 


(e)_._* accessible to job opportunities. 

t SpcciJy tievel tii./: and cost (if by publi c transport .tion) to major * 

court os of enp] ty . nt . . 

Identify transportation routes and employ; out centers on map. 





Pa.e i 


/.. i:i:i.ATji>;r.m- ■;o o;t.;;"cr.:jii /.i.d di;vi:i.<a-i:"i.t 49 

11 ^ . .. 

.. ..«, or 


-local projirea*.- - ’J. . ‘ CUi "»» or other »i» llnr federal, e.nic or 

:r * »&..— 

income families. Discuss. ° < »..|k. rsing housing for low- and rod'-mte- 

r 

Growth pan eras ( c " " d „ ,H - 0i> °~ d ,S " > ” 8 ‘ nl *"‘ - -md 

available or nlra.r.ed''i i • ^ ‘ C °'"'™‘ lit >’ fc.ci lilies and uliliUca arc 

' character of t 1 e H, , [ ' ‘ „ '7 Ur,!rns 0le »«'>' '»«« the residential 

u.c neighlo, hood will he. protected . etc.) Describe. 


5 ‘ *** » *<****> l ' k0J - CT ™ W1Y5ICAL CWMBHEOT Of THE HElClliOEilf01, 

= L:::U:!lroriiSr Ut,n 16 Plrn£e « "«*, provide appropriate 

• <n> ^viro^ V ^ l !:r r L ^ C U such that M will enhance the phvMcat 


<c ’ smx^sk ^;~?r -• 

hazards). Specify such influences and idenUfy ’ >nrtS ’ ° r S,1 ' i,ar 


on map. 


» * • ) • t 
) uniejue nat ural plicnomeTif. which r av ho n<Tt>\ J i 

*•£. wildlife preserve.... (Identify on’^,0^ nfC< ' Ctcd b >’ ll,c Proposed project, 


fc) D 1 rcvr.r 


*<• .■ ;!H 1 


' , ' r ' '!'* 'r.r-i-,,- plnn , Mr! . rt ,| rn! j. 


'enci!y level' 


,.Q, 


rncirKT lY.ODlJCTlUJ 


I °r proposals Iimli-I .Wt'ion JV(M r 

relevant i-xporf chit „ f ‘ * *" f . 1 1 ’• rent r.npple„„. n i -pecifv 

=k sk-s - 

^“^*rr<*mffT—-—-_' 















(a) Speed of product! oil 


(b) Quality. 


.(c) Cor.t 


A 50 


(d) Applicant is-an-LIJA with no uniLs-undcr . mananeir.cn t. ( Check if npp) icahlc.) 


I 


PROJECT POTENTIAL FOR CliiiATliiG MINORITY EMPLOYMENT AND DUSIKESS OPPORTUNITIES 

• • 
r # 

(a) State and discuss goals or efforts l.o be marie for providing training and/or 

employment for minorities in any phase of project development, e.g. planning, 
site development, construction, maintenance, management. • *• 

P'tAcu&A Lon at/Ltadij unde/i way to tnclude. minoatty training and e/n ptoymznt. A AAange/nent/. 
have. atA.CM.dy been made through the. Union TaadeA Counctt which hat moae than 50 union!) undt 
ttA mer.beA.ilup ^ok taatning o& minority gfioupi. ~ I • _ _ 

(b) Slate and discuss goals or efforts to be made for utilizing business concerns 
.owned in substantial part by minorities in any phase of project development. 


PROVISION FOR SOUND HOUSING MANAGEMENT (Not applicable to Section 2.' 'i)‘ (Not 
required for Local Housing Authorities with .no units under managerne.;. 


(a) Discuss past management experience, if any. 


(b) (1) For proposals under Section 235( i) , Section 236,'or rent supplement', describe 

. • wngement plan or proposal lotteries of applicable housing management issuance 

•. Housing Aut^iori (Ties with units undev management, discuss efforts 

‘ ‘ rincJc to encourage the development of well-managed and well-maintained project 
and to foster good relations between tenants and management and with llta 
surrounding community. 












PROJECT CELECTIO: 


— A 5l w 

■' CRITERIA a T EnTIt/JMftZ. CHEAT HEC K SITE ( ■ • Z 

. . • ncjj.cT r..'Xirri’i:~J cru'ir'Mi/. Qur,:yno.u!.iMu-. 

. , . „ , ..4 Vi'iof-'for hoiviir," p’rinof-cd undor .any 

Provide Ml tbs InfoCon oetiou 236, or 

of the I“v>;:r> •• ^ )-.•< . 1 -.: Lrri jsiy not 

Low-it i ..--I Ji. l'l »or •••:••• • '\1-' • - J , . V_ ’ ,, provide iwroprutlu 

I* iw.-uc-i.vrjy - - J TV ,r’li• -. in lieu Of '.he infer-' 

kite or into* r. S du.cviho'l « ^provided will bo weed to 

nation rct;.» sled. T.io m tioi* oi .... > or reservation.u£- 

■ov.n,. .- ■ ? 'fr. for , tty r.O, ^ ., y , p^ts and 

'‘oiitrvc* ••••*• fav ..fir.uioA • • • • • . , yjinucc. with project 

.pltcatlor.s for poWic how-inti to ..- .. ' 

seller tion criteria developed by the Department. 


IJQCJLVi” GRfAT KECK- 60 inu-fs 


. ri .,nii’t 11.' section of the city 

/4 1 . i • .■■ •-i err ' u:- T project t.< o >(■> "• . *-'• ' , r \ 

uSubS, u'lr 

J: /; , b !.n» », o- , . V.,V ; ' 

they are 1 t-s ed vJ.,e . e,v ^....oo. oly u. U.i t > ,, 

lv : ;v-« «* ■ •' 

. > va,, , "I '•'■f1" to cio i i j J t 

to 1'» •;• at :>■•] r ■ ov!. Mh r<. -■> > - ■ i . 

1 r ' . . • ■ .4 . lilies, racial ana 


iKhi:; 

sfined 


: i • ■':. i 

(j 


trati: , o'. • :• t' - 

S> ' , 

Bay be ; • --t 1 :.-.:,!. 


, r. ■ Ih ."o; . 

, r n,•< • fi • h for loti ■»<>/** 

n.-CT-.s .-• ! ‘ t-' * or ,.'*oponc.c«, a:." ot:.r’ 


r.f.:. ".'V 
!>ndcv " 


i. r. 


•. v •' 


(a) j -'rilx- 1 • V: i- 
'lO'(fr) it’it < h f '\i 
o' bcii • .".n '. ::hi 


•! \u ■■ in” »v. j.c’.it!-: t t !.*• net i f. the 

to l re: -, i, iii • of r.J’i t , n.::.’ r 

t-J’ 1 - 


o' bc-:h • l- «»v. Coiv. • •• 

ft. -! ! Ci. i • ." i c '' it 1 . ?, 3 n>:d •> I ■ ' ' • l Mouse ’ 1 - 

/o he UuUt at Xe*» fn to-'■; r cost'. 

(b) 7r.dU- a tc t.i '.hr: th 1 sing «il? nervn ar. t . ocation ■ ' for 

* • I • 4 


g. KP;o: .i: H0U531 C!”i 3fiT ' 1 fB-S 


C. • lU 'Vo'i' • _. 

jf ;.'ilc(:.) iv.A -.v 1 nc'.Ti, V’-ovidc thf folio-.:5nr. infection .-.tout locaf-on 

and id ntify on r if f.it (s) i«/ > «*'.' - ■ 

Btcvlc . nlr. of intent isinr; t! for. t »n lie ttul ■- < hi In I A «.f tin., ft. ». 

l n. ji. i rif ... i 1 :• i: ). j c.'.liic j > *, } 


Lot-alien of i.ite j:-: ((...■ opj . ..) 

t. > - • , • * ' • 


|y co.-i-- ' •--* ion and will providt- 


O (b) in a racially-nixed area : >1 the project will have no sinnifleant 
— effect on the pi\>pori;on of i-' wri fy to iiou-.W.nor.ity fa-.ilies. 


(c) _ in an urh.-n ivnewal area. 

* Distaifis <>f <i md price rai»i:>": included in renewal plnn. 


Exhibit 32 













I.':'...’ T ?/.' 
JV.tu ? 


• * A. 52< 

Is llio urea exported to sorvc'a racially varied population? Explain. 


To execution of plan proceeding without unusual delays? Arc any 
delays torpor! od? 


. t.n our near an area of minority concentration, lut project is ncces- 
saiy to root oven-ini.ng housing needs which cannot obhe-miso feasibly 
be r.ot in t!.n housing r.arbrt area. 

Attach docu."; 'ii l-i' Lion, based on relevant racial, socio-cconcric, or 
other data and jrl'omtion, supporting overriding housing need and 
unavailability of alternate hons : ng c" project si Los. For exarj/lc: 
land costs for properly zoned land ii. oilier ace p table locations of 

the housing r.-irhct area are too high to ace::-late such housing; 

the only otb- r ncceptrl le locations are in parts of the housing r, . tel 
area which are or are brcoi-ring areas of r.iuoijl.y concentration; or 
the residents of the project area or prospect! v • ; recidents, of the 
proposed hoe.- !r.g have expressed a desire for th project to h.. built 
in or near thal area because they have strong cultural, social, or 
oeonosiic ties to it. A need based on stror ; cultural, sc-c ial, or 
OCOiK ’ C ties Si. ill.: be ooc’.i :entc:l 1 ii C'iti'//' 1 S ' p stlcip t i(.;i in 

icodel Cities pie is : rg, or rt solutions.*or- other vjniea!.fro:: 
citiaenn' as: .ci . ... or other broadly i .j trrighl »rhoa gi-oues. 

Tiie- attache.1 nap may bo used as part of this docu entatio.i. 


3. IKi’j.XaD LCC/j’JO:! io:; l. 1 UlCOEi; r/iHUlEj 

If siti-(o) l:no;m,' provide the following inf ovation; if si.te(s) untnown, sub:: it 
tippra;■ - iato stati .;mt(; ) of intent. 

project '-’ill bo located in a neighborhood which ii: (chccl: where applicable.) 

f . v . 

■ t-a; _ ' ■ an a section containing little pr no subsidised housing. 


cos parable in tern of neigh urliood facilities and servicer- to 
neighborhoods consisting largely of unsubsidived housing# 
Discuss. 


accessible to job opportunities. 

Spccily travel tir.e and -cost (if by public transportation) to rca : or 
sources of e r>lo.,-r>cnt. “ 

Identify transportation routes and cmployr-cnt centers on nap. 










'V 


•;»/./? i 
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(a) Speed of production 


A 53 


(b) Quality 


(c) Cost 


j — Appl veant-i-r, -an-LHA wl th-no units under management, 


(Check if applicable.) 


PROJECT POTENTIAL FOR CREATI NG M1KGRITY EMPLOYMENT AND CUSINESb Oi’PORT L’i. /I 1 ...j . 


(a) Slate and discuss goals or efforts lo be made for providing training and/or 

employment for minorities in any phase of project development, e.g. planning, 
site development: , construction, maintenance, management. 


VReunion iA clUac. ady widen. way to include, mino'uty tnaiiu’ng and employment . 
AhAfii'.cer.evJti have alAeady been made through the Union Tnadc, i Council which hat moKe thar^ 

(b ) 50 nifTi C o\^l business concerns 

•ned in substantial part by minorities in any phase of project develop,r.cnt. 


Cl.' 


FROVIFIC' FOR SOU!!!) HOUSING MANAGE! 1ENT (h'ot applicable to Section 2 ?- 1 (Not 

required ior Local Housing Authorities with no units under matingemc-. 


(a) Uisruss past management experience, if any. 

\ • i < 

« - / 


(b) (1) For proposals under Section ^33(i) , Section 236, or rent supplement, describe 

management plan or proposal in.terms of applicable bousing management issuances 


(2) For Local llousfng ’'Authorities with units under mnnageper t, discuss efforts 
V 1 .' ' made to encourage the development of well-managed and wcl 1 -maintained projects • 
and to foster good relations between tenants and management and with the _ 


surrounding community. 



*• iii.-'.rr v / 2 / 7 *• 

J'op.r 1 
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»* to o, i;xo..'ni /.i;n di;vli.i 

If Ibe fnl lowlnp, li>fi rn/iLlon J r. known, plcc.ic provide; 1£ not, provide Appropriate 
statement ( r.) of intint. 

• 

(fl) Kxplnln r c? 1 .*» I lonshlp of proposed hour In/* to officially Approved land use or 
other devel opi.-.ent pirns. 

The proposed homing ici.lt Ijvptcment a pulley adopted by the local governing body fio*i 
providing fioA and diipc/islug housing loiv-and modeAatc-Income iamltlet>. 

_-(b)—3r«:li: .:tc whether- proposed pro j esc t *wi 11 be located in a ncJ;' borhood undergoing 

_i M|*>r'*vcj icnt via Url'an Renewal, Model Cities, or other similar federal, state or 

local programs. 

(c) Indlcatr whether proposed housing \*J1 l implement a policy adopted by the local 
governing body for providing for and dispersing housing for low- and inoderatc- 
inco:.e families. Discuss. 


(d) If housing is to he located in a con inlty without officially approved plans, 
indirale whether the location c»f the proposed h' using is consistent with sound 
gro;.i h patterns (i.c., that adequate co.’ii’fluni t.y facilities and utilities arc 
available or planned; if land-use patterns are such that the residential 
character of lhe neighborhood will be protected, etc.) Describe. 


RohAir. ’nil* Cr fd.Ol'Or.UD pun.frcr TO iTIYb C/.L ENVIRON’bill OF THE ItflGHttOttiODa 

If the sol lowing information is Uriown, please provide; if not, provide appropriate 
slat cr . :t (?•) c: intent. 


(a) Dire.as whether the proposed housing is such that il will enhance the physical 

ci ’irorm-nt ei the neighborhood through factors such as elimination of blighting 
i n. 1 renews, except ioaal architectural treatment, irproved land-use patterns. 


h: a 

unto, 

(10 


cr'-'.v-.c? v:ith Teen, PCaiwi 
:e c\r Ia^ccLl . C. -ttc tfri cut 
• ’ill the proposed project 
a i» a i.*i th a n J n i i;*«in advo r 


i:g Ccrr.mis lion and Homing Wthc’utir*, AequUier'Pntb , 
iciil be given to the 6lt(± to e\diancQ the physical envlAoi.el" 
create a we). 1-planned neighborhood in an undeveloped 
se ecological impact? E:.plain. ‘ * 


(c) 1naicate whether site is subject to adverse environmental influences (c.g, 

noise, smoke, frequent flooding, pioMiiuity to railroads, airports, or similar 
hazards). Specify such influences end identify on map. 


(d) Noli: nny unique n.-.lurnl plicnorcoiifl which n:ay bo nffi-ctoi by the proposed crojpct 
c.j;. wildlife preserves, (Identify on s:/>.p.) 


(e) 


compatible Will. lho.,u or pl..i>i>uil lor u.e neighborhood. 


•EFFICIENT PK 0 DUCT 1 ON 


For proposals under Section 
rclevam < xpcrlpiw of vour 

name:! of i mil vIilu .1 r;) wiiirli 
prujei i f | ,| terms uf : 


215 ( 1 ), Section 216 , or renl rupplement, specify 
Mnff or oilier tuff available to you (include 
W ( ‘ 11 . . >‘" r "Willy lo develop the proponed 


.Sec aj'jirihfiJt 



V 
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* - COMPLAINT RE' CUTTER MILL SITS' DATED FEBRUARY 12|, 1973 / . » t f . \ ~ ’ . 

( EXHIBIT 37 )_ 
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«COU K. JAVITU 
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'N » P w v. r> f t c % f 

burned ~i>hi icrj 


WASHINGTON. O C. .'CU10 


riLOiotiAi. cincrs: 

) 

Hcfau St I 

tiorr*.l 4i»»» Si^fn 
14 tw V«*A,H. w Y»;a VtjM 

rtnir^LO-r.'lf •ucfcw.o 
111 V/r*t f#t»Tir 

liurrAt/*. Mu» I 

Kcom St>. 

- -ihSrPojT Orr icr atj CTTirrrrr 
445 Ml{OM*«VA< 


February 12, 1973 






Honorable Jacor.M D. j Moor.icciolo 
Dcintty !Ur. % ;; or 


; .Kj^lYorU'Arc.a Office; . ..... .... \ ../•M. . 

v ^•‘De.’F'iri of Itourin'/.ar.d Urban DbviilojxV.cht ’ ' '■. * •' 

:-l2?piv':ilr -Struct ■ * ... ‘ ... ... . 

York,' Few .York. . * 


. * .. **•, 


• .• * . * W '* «. • . *..* -• •*. * • i 

- • • .*• , • • , • »,* 
Dear Joe;' • ' * * 


.1 on cr.cH'flir.?;’ he-v'pijjfh. a. copy of a lei .te.r ; which I hav*. ■ ' < 

.mcr.tiy received. Mr. Frank C,. Ijareel lino-,. Corrcspondins • .... 

-• * Sci^ivlz.iy o.f -Ui-'; l;a':;o\> vile Civic. Asdocx.ii.Great Kick, Ke\;• . ' ! ‘ "• 

Yoi:;'. •*.. 

• f- o ^ 

M/‘» Mirce Hi no rairn, j.ev^rrJ cjuauticuv: .about. Li«e pjo.of.ecj 
lc.*- ir.cr .?. hour.in', project' in Croni: Keck which j.r, to he funded - 
through t’io Dp. parl'•.vcnl' of Fou:.i.n^ aiv.i Urbo.i: Fcvalop/. r-nt.. T v-ou] J 
ejjprtc ioLr. your looking into this matter and ad vis in;.; ;.v t’.e.u Vorh ’ 
Cfvicc or. to any inforr.ar.ion you may have v.hich an.or:; the cliarf.es ‘ 
raised Uy Mr. Marcellino. 


Kith best wishes, 


Sincere lv, 


Jacob X, Javita, U.S.S. 

s\. ]\ '•'* :J **i ; A 

vVl v'j.i/ 

i . . ' ■ ... .... 
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another S-f? ‘"I" P,5 ° <* >r*fui scrutiny , 0 

school District «• ...... -t liJ ln t:tavt 

of tin • . .. ' ' '1 n > oiiro J l.-.nit, lie ritoj 


w "t. 651. Tfcs Cuttor.-ll’i^-ciu-rc,,-. -nr.>11 

ctM»U&. • i . ..... . , 01 lL antic i,Mi'c»s i ;■ .t: t.:.j ,. 0 t 

,.;n V-. . CC " 0>,ls to I!;.- vruyezod liMriit; ; 


‘l’ 

uroj1- 


);i chlM.vri, still : ..... t 

I 

► in. 


tli? r.isi 

i.-.tfi! C.-.JV-Cl-y 1.11 , fill ;; 0 

Site 

for 

f'l <!/. T. r, of Korrh V.y. 


*’ 1'J.: 1 rn/oll: ,:::t 

— lit ill »i i, i :> L 3 X 0 ./ 


1 ‘t pm:.:!. <,-■ i.. ,: • 


" ; r of . ■■■■}.: rile.: i. .y r. >t 

. r: -I (J-. Vif. VX of l! ■ f.; -il 

*'? ' ' V3, ‘» '' f;c AwiKoril/ oi U..- Cl;. : r ;• 


> /..;• „J ». •/. 

0 - •; .. : .. • •' 

■ - .. . > I i _ : - ■< i * . -.-l. . . . . - , 

r.i: - ... ...... , • , *• •- • 11 '•*••• 1: if. r<:t ui z e r. 

I. '• . . ! : , , : -,! 1 *..* S . * . ! Clitrcv f Jo'Ojoet, lit T C.crt r.::r.«rc yov. 

; illy 1 ,!. .* r..;J , , ,. .. ; J , ;• 

>'f > o i c r f>, r ,. , .. .. , , ’ \ 

■ Lr - plo.-.r. .. ( : y to 

Siv..: 


I'-i-r. 


Ci:; 


J. ) 

J. 1 
i;. ; 


i ' r»f f 


/. r.i’-. 

ii. :i - r 

Cliv ii ). i} c 
.T.;j - fj .,'2 
l.'.! - " •). fi le 


Ar.-.l .’I:/;' 


i>;, 2/' 7, 




(OV,; 



1 . *:i 


-- 

1 


L | 

. 

- ' _ _. _ 

_ ' 

1 

i 


"(•Mr.; 

' >uocL7i 

l; '• 01 l , .-. 

• 

r, .1 


■••!. i , v,,; 0 , 
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liTrsn CF REPLY TO SENATOR A VITO RE 
'CIM-’KITT COl.RAJf.T IV.TKD FEBRUARY 23, 1973 ' 

( 

_ EXHIBIT 36 ) _ • 

Pcl>runry 23, 1973 



2. ISA 


Jacob It. .T.... v i t0 

1 J 0 l: ;.-.t 43 r»L.-; :t 

r: ' Vo-.-!:, ir.v. ; c -; 7 


Den-.: 


:.r. 2 toi' Jc.vitr. 



you for lotto? 

IfatteUiuft*. co. ;>tiuir;: :v - 

5H tli"! tl'CiTJ of .. rth 


clt I'rhru-.ry 12 , 

•' ccucor.nii' U.c 
I- -aJ. 


1573 t/f.t:.- 
location c£ 


aj.j, 


ol 


J 


rrcn’: C. 

hOU’iiljg 




Exhibit 38 















i mot with I’anuol Cranio. Conrr.mity i^nnninj and 
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Appearances (continued): 

RICHARD J. OSTF.RNDORF, Esq. 

Attorney for First Respondent 
Town Hall 

Manilas set. New York 11030 

RALPH A. NAPPT, Esq. 

Attorney for Second Respondent 
33 Hain Street 

Port Washington, New York 11050 

HONORABLE DAVID C. TRACER 
United States Attorney 
Attorney for Third Respondent 

B/:-> HAROLD FRIEDMAN, Esq. 

Assistant: United States Attorney 


BARTELS, D. J. 


In tie last feu years federal courts have been faced 
with counting problems in determining whether the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development ("HUD") has 
violated the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and 1963 in site select¬ 
ions for locations for federally assisted housing projects in 
areas of racial concentration. Hero we are concerned .vith the 
racial and socioeconomic effects of the construction of a pro¬ 
posed one hundred unit low- and moderate-income housing project' 
( the Project") on e site selected by HUD in "Spinney mil", 
a predominantly black area within the Town of North Hempstead, 
Nassau county, state of New York ("the Tovar"). Petitioners, 













severe1 individuals who reside in Spinney Hill, and the Great 

1 / 

hock Man 01 Civic Association, an association of property 
owners in Spinney Hill, have instituted thin class action 
against the Torsi, the Local Urban Renewal Agency, established 
by the Town as its Local Public Agency under the Housing Act 
of 19A9, 42 U.S.C. § 1451(b), ("The LPA"), and HUD to enjoin 
the construction of the Project, contending that the construe 
tion of the Project will perpetuate racial concentration in 
the Spinney Hill area in violation of § 601 of the Civil Righ 
Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. § 2000d, and § 808 of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1968, 42 U.S.C. 5 3608. Jurisdiction is predicated 

upon 23 U.S.C. §S 1331, 1343. 

Introdoc tion 

In order to obtain funds from IIUD, the Town Board 
must make an acceptable application. In this case the Town 
Board determined that the Spinney Hill area is a "substandard 
and unsani ."ry area appropriate for urban renewal, and has 
designed the Project to replace existing structures, 80% of 
which the Town Board has determined to be "blighted," with 
commercial, residential and recreational buildings. HUD 
conmiitted itself to fund the Spinney Hill Project under its 
Neighborhood Development: Program ("NOP"), which authorizes 
funding of such projects in annual increments. As finally 
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approved by HUD, the Project Involves Federal grants and loans 
for site acquisition only, with support for actual con¬ 
struction to be provided under Now York State's "Hitchell- 
Loma" Program, K.Y. Private Housing Finance Law j 10 
(McKinney's. su PP . 1973). Petitioners allege that the Tovar 
and the LPA have deliberately selected the predominantly 
black Spinney Hill area to locate the Project, which is also 
expected to be predominantly black, and have made no attempt 
to acquire non-segregated sites within the Town for the lo¬ 
cation of additional low- and moderate-income housing projects. 
It becomes necessary, therefore, to examine the factors, pro¬ 
cedures and information utilised by HUD in approving■the 

Spinney Hill site for assistance under the Neighborhood Pe- 
vclopruent Program. 

4 

According to the Neighborhood Development Program 
Handbook, an application for assistance win 

the preliminary screening stage unless there is an af,irmativ 

finding for each of the following six prerequisites: ( 1 ) 

Workable Program* ( 9N t ~ 

t> - n, \ c.) Local General PI -in (off • i 

1 J - t1n (official documents - 

concerning land use, zoning ordinance and map, subdivision 
trons to serve as a comprehensive guide for the 
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physical development of the locality as a whole); (3) Civil 
rights (evidence of compliance with Title VI of the 1964 
Civil Rights Act and Executive Order 112/6); (4) Relocation 
Requirements (compliance with Uniform Relocation Assistance 


and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970); 

(!>) A-95 Coordination (procedure involving review of appli¬ 
cations under the Office of Management and lodger; Circular 
A-95); and (6) Housing Component (absence of any known 
barrier which would preclude all assisted housing sites in 
tire project area from receiving at least an adequate rating 
on the Housing Production end Mortgage credit project sclccti 
system). 


Th e T own ' s Mnvk ab lo Pro ' warn 
Under the provisions of the Housing Act of 1949, 

42 U.S.C. £ 1451, before any Federal urban renewal assistance 


may be made available in a community, including that under 
the Neighboihood Development Program, that community must 
submit to HUD an acceptable "workable program for community 
improvement" including "an official plan of action . . . 
for effectively dealing with the problem of urban slums and 
blight within the community and for the establishment and 
preservation of a well-planned community with well-organized 
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residential neighborhoods of decent homes and suitable living 
environment for adequate family life." HUD's initial 
acceptance or certification of a community's workable pro¬ 
gram is valid for only two years and recertification is pre¬ 
dicated on a review of the progress submitted by the com¬ 
munity to HUD biannually thereafter. Under § 1451 HUD is 
required to determine that (1) the workable program is of 
sufficient scope and content to furnish a basis forevaluation 
of the need for the urban renewal project, and (2) the project 
is in accordance with the program. Under the Civil Rights 
Act of 1968, 42 U.S.C. § 3608(d)(5), HUD is also required to 
administer the programs relating to housing and urban de¬ 
velopment "in a manner affirmatively to further the policies" 
of the Act against discrimination. 


As required by its workable program procedure, HUD 
exercised supervision and control over the Town's efforts to 
provide non-segregated low- and moderate-income housing to 
avoid the perpetuation of racial concentration. For example, 
in March, 1971, before the Spinney Hill NDP was proposed, HUD 
withheld recertification of the Town's workable program pendi 
the submission of evidence of Its efforts to provide relocati 
housing outside racially concentrated areas for those 
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diSPlaC ° d ^ £OVOr " mCnCnl -development programs, a concept 
of scatter-site housing. 0n ly after the Tuvan Board unanimous- 

^ PaSSCd “ reS0lutl ™ expressing its intent "to utilize aU 
available to encourage construction of low- and 

moderate-income housing outside areas of racial concentration 

for residents of all races 2/ 

races and economic mines m~ 

VOS recertification granted by HUD. Pursuant to this commit¬ 
ment the Town Board proposed three sites to HUD, two of 
«Mch, the Cu, ter Min and Port Washington Boulevard situs 
were approved in March, 1972. The third proposed project/ 
for twenty-six low income units in the Spinney Hill area, was 
rejected by HUD'S Equal Opportunity Division because it was 
of 1 octal segregation. The Cutter Mill site is 
located in a predominantly white neighborhood and will accomo¬ 
date approximately seventy low-income sites, whilethe Port 

Washington Boulevard site will 

WiU acconiITJ ddntc' approximately 

twenty-eight low-income units in an area adjacent to an ex¬ 
isting predominantly black housing project. The two projects 

were approved as a package by HUD with the less costly Port 

Washington Boulevard alt* ma t,* 

e making the more costly Cutter Mill 

site feasible. In January, 1973, a challenge to the Cutter 
Hill project was rai ,ed by a community group based primarily 
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on its environmental impact which is presently under study 

both by HUD and by the New York State Department of Environ- 
mental Conservation. 


The Spinney Hill Application 
The current Spinney Hill Project, approved for its 
first year of funding under the Neighborhood Development Pro¬ 
gram in September, 1972, called for acquisition of nine acres 
of land and two hundred housing units to be funded under 
the federally subsidized housing program, 12 U.S.C. § 1715Z-1, 
for which HUD allowed the Town a $1,400,000 loan and a 
$1,300,000 capital grant for first year site acquisition. 
Because of a moratorium on funding of federally subsidized 
housing in 1973, the Project was modified in the first year to 
obtain other sources for financing. Accordingly, the second 
year NDP application was adjusted to accommodate only one 
■ hundred units of housing to be financed under the "Mitchell- 
Lan,n " P r °S ram , NYP »FL § 10 (McKinney's su PP . 197J). The 
•Town's plan provided that the land originally acquired in the 
first year, together with an additional fourteen parcels 
funded by HUD, would be sold to a developer in a package upon 
condition that the profits on the commercial development 
would be employed to reduce rents on the one hundred units 
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of bousing. Further rent supplements were to be added from 
a fund already contributed by various local organizations, 
including the Inter-Faith Council of Manhasset. Pursuant to 
this application, HUD approved a $1,175,000 grant and a 
$1,612,643 loan to the Tov/n for acquisition of the fourteen 
parcels. 

Before the Spinney Hill NDP was approved, and pur¬ 
suant to the requirements of the Housing Act of 1949., 42 U.S.C. 
§ 1455(d), public hearings were held, first by the Town's 
Planning Board in Hay, 1972, and then by the Town Board in 
June, 1972. Public notice was given in advance of the Town 
Board hearings through posting of notices in conspicuous 
places about the Town and by publication in The Great Neck 

Record on June 1st and June 8th, 1972. Various speakers at 

* 

the hearings recounted the conditions of overcrowding, crime, 
and drug use which were present in the redevelopment area and 

4 

expressed their views in favor of the Project, explaining 

how the Project would alleviate these conditions. At these 

hearings the attorney for the petitioners and petitioner Jones 

3/ 

on behalf of the Great Neck Manor Civic Association 
opposed the Project. A number of other area residents and 
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representatives of local civic an, civil right, sanitation, 
including the local chapter of the NAACP and the Monhasset 
Inter-Faith Council, spoke in favor of the Project. A 
Petition signed by 700 area residents supporting the Project 
was also presented to the meeting. After hearing the voice 

of the area residents, the Town Board unanimously approved 

tho Project on June 13 1071 . 

> 'll in compliance v?ith l\2 U.S.C. 

§ 1469(c)(1). 


imp's Evnl u£_tion 

The Town application for funding under the Neigh- 
borhood Development Program was evaluated under the proccdurt 
-t out in HUD's NOP Project Selection System, 24 CFR „ 511 
et sea., =nd was approved for its first year of funding in 
September, 1972. Under this system, applicants for assistant 
under the Neighborhood Development Program, such as the Tea, 
of North Hempstead, are required to submit "acceptable assu¬ 
rances of compliance with the Civil Rights Act of 1964 
and HUD title VI regulations 24 CFR Part I, . . ... as i _ 
requisite to further consideration of their application. 

M CFR 5 5U ' 4(C) - *“• thls and »<*« Prerequisites have 

beCn ^ 18 evaluate pursuant to , 511.20 
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the degree to which the locality in which the project is to 
be located "has a realistic plan to expand the supply of 
standard low- and moderate-income housing in a nondiscriruinato 
way outside areas of concentration of economically disad¬ 
vantaged or minority citizens." 


The affidavits of HUD officials clearly establish 
that the Project was evaluated under this selection system 
pursuant to which HUD determined that (1) the prerequisite 
of "acceptance assurance of compliance with the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964, ..." 24 CFR § 511.4(c), x^as met by the ex¬ 
pressed commitment of the Toxai Board to equal opportunity in 
housing as evidenced by its resolution of June 15, 1971 and 

its proposal of the Cutter Mill and Port Washington Boulevard 

» 

sites; (2) the Town deserved an "adequate" rating upon the 


question of whether there had been a significant expansion of 

* 

the supply of standard housing for low- and moderate-income 

families in a noridist riminni >,r/ -/ay, /„,d < t („) 

the question of whether it had a realistic plan for the ex¬ 


pansion of such housing outside areas of racial concentration, 
24 CFR § 511.20; (3) one of the objectives of the Spinney 
Hill NDP was to promote equal housing opportunities and to 
encourage a reduction in the concentration of minority group 
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persons within the Spinney Hill community; (4) the Froject 
received the support of numerous community groups and many 
area residents who expressed their support at the two public 
meetings held by the Town in 1972 and by the petition sup¬ 
porting the Project signed by 700 area residents; (5) a 
pressing need existed for such housing in the Town as evidenced 
by an extremely low vacancy rate of 2.27.; and (6) the Project 
was part of a Town-wide effort to expand low- and moderate- 
income housing on an integrated basis. 

In this evaluation IIUD utilised the reports of the 
Equal Opportunity Division of its New York Office made in 
connection with both the first and second year Spinney Hill 
KDP applications which included data on the racial composition 
of the Town and the Spinney Hill .area. The report on the 
second year application identified specific areas proposed by 
the Town for relocation outside areas of racial concentration 
of the 54 persons to be displaced from their homes by con¬ 
struction of the Project." It also found that the Project 
would contribute to dispersement of low income and minority 
family concentration in the area by its marketing program 

whjch was d" signori . . .. 

income to 207. low income occupancy. 
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C omp1 r; i n t nn(1 I rive r. t < ? a ti rm 

After approval of the first year NDP application in 
September, 1972, petitioners had 90 days to file a complaint 
under HUD's administrative complaint procedure, 24 CFR § 1.7. 
They did not do so. Instead, petitioners waited unt il July, 
1973, to file their complaint in this action, which came be¬ 
fore this Court for the first time in August, 1973, at which 
time they sought a preliminary injunction to halt construction 
of the Project. At the Court's suggestion, HUD's attorney 

agreed to waive the 90-day period within which such a com- 

5/ ' 

plaint could be filed, arid the matter was adjourned until a 
formal, complaint could he made to HUD and a further investi¬ 
gative report filed by it. Such a complaint was filed with 
HUD by petitioners on September 6, 1973, and HUD' accordingly 

4 

conducted a second thorough review of the Project. HUD's 
regional Equal Opportunity Office, in investigating the com¬ 
plaint, conducted meetings with the complainants, local re¬ 
development officials and HUD program personnel, and reviewed 
HUD files. The investigative report filed on November 5, 

1973, concluded that there was no merit in the complaint, 
noting that both HUD and the Town were "aware of, considered, 
and acted upon Equal Opportunity concerns" with respect to 
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the Spinney Hill HOP and the Town's workable program for 
community improvement in general. The report found that the 
Town had taken affirmative steps to implement a policy of 
equal housing opportunity in spite of the fact that the con¬ 
struction of the Cutter Hill site was delayed pending the 
study of its environmental effects. This report was further 
reviewed and concurred in by HUD's Assistant Regional Admini¬ 
strator of Equal Opportunity, on the basis of the insistence 
of HUD's New York office that the Town Board officially commit 
the Town to a oolicy of equal housing opportunity and the 
Town's affirmative steps to implement that policy. 

Standard o f Rovi.ew 

The Civil Rights Act of 1964, which prohibits racial 
discrimination under programs receiving Federal'financial 
assistance, 42 U.S.C. § 2000d, provides that agency action 
taken with respect thereto- "shall be subject to such judicial 
review as may otherwise be provided by law for similar action 
taken by such department or agency on other grounds . . 

42 U.S.C. $ 2000d-2. Since HUD's actions in approving the 
Project under its Project Selection System, 24 CFR §§ 511 

- aj ' 1 and in ejecting the complaint under 24 CFR § 1 . 7 , 
constitute department actibn relative to the anti-discriminatic 
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provisions of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. 5 2000d, 
the standard for judicial review, as in similar actions taken 
by HUD, is provided by the Administrative Procedure Act, 

5 U.S.C. §5 702, 706. 


The review is not a d_e novo or a substantial 
evidence review, but a thorough, probing in-depth review. 

Camp v. Pitts , 411 U.S. 438, 93 S.Ct. 1241 (1973). The 
standard of review for informal agency action such as in the 
present case is enunciated in Citizens to Preserv e O vert on 
Park v. Vo 1 o?, 401 U.S. 402, 91 S.Ct. 814 (1973), where the 
Supreme Court, speaking through Mr. Justice Marshall., applied 
the arbitrary and capricious criteria of Section 706(2)(A) in 
reviewing tl e administrative action of the Secretary of 
the Department of Transportation,‘stating that: 

"To make this finding the court must con¬ 
sider whether the decision was bared op - 

a consideration of the relevant factors 
and whether there has been a clear c: or 
of judgment . . . [citation of cases] . . . 
Although this inquiry into the facts is 
to be searching and careful, the ultimate 
standard for review is a narrow one. The 
court is not empowered to substitute its 
judgment f or that of the agency." 

401 U.S. at 416. 
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The Second Circuit in Schicke v. Rom ney.474 F.2d 309'(1973), 

following the mandate of Overton Park, applied the same test 

in reviewing the action of the Secretary of HUD relative 

to the conversion-substitution of certain tracts of public 

lands. There Judge Lumbard observed, at p. 314-15: 

"... Since neither the substantial evi¬ 
dence test nor do novo review is authorised, 
a reviewing court is limited to setting 
aside informal agency action that does not 
comply with constitutional, statutory, or 
procedural requirements or is 'arbitrary, 
capricious, an abuse of discretion, or 
otherwise not in accordance with law.' " 

It is incumbent upon the reviewing court to be 
assured that the Secretary of HUD, in administering the pro¬ 
grams and activities relating to housing and urban develop¬ 
ment, did so "in a manner affirmatively to further the 
policies" of the Civil Rights Act, which means that KUD in 
choosing site locations for funding must avoid racial dis¬ 
crimination. See 42 U.S.C. § 3608(d)(5). A leading case 
in the factual context of the present ono ir qv, 


/*V, . /< t ;• • > . •/'./ 


re 


if erred to ti.e into* mLs.i i on.*.h i p <*1 » "■ u <<< . ’ /•' 1 
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of 1949 and the 1964 Civil Rights Act, and reversed the 
lower court in dismissing a complaint challenging HUD's 
action in approving a change from an urban renewal plan con¬ 
templating owner occupancy to a plan contemplating rental 
dwellings with rent supplement assistance, upon the ground 
that it was not predicated upon a consideration of all rele¬ 
vant factors including the racial and socioeconomic factors. 
The case was remanded for an injunction until HUD had deter¬ 
mined whether the site 1 cation or the renewal project would 
further the er 's of the Federal housing policy. 

Although the Shannon court did not rule upon the 
merits, it held that the Civil Rights Act could be violated 
without intentional discrimination. C£. Hicks v. leaver , 

302 F.Supp. 619, 623 (E.D. La. 1969); Gautreaux v. Ch ic ago 
Housing Auth ., 296 F.Supp. 907 (N.D. Ill. 1969). The court 
held that HUD's choice of a site location which resulted in 
an undue concentration of persons of a given race or socio- 
economic group in a given neighborhood could cause racial 
discrimination without any intent to discriminate, aid sug¬ 
gested that absence of di scr I *• > I -i K-» P.n* 

sir.ee ! ■ 4 ■ u c - • 

conceded that (p. 
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"There will be instances where a pressing 
case may be made for the rebuilding of 
a racial ghetto." 

and concluded that (p. 821): 

"So long as it [11UD] adopts some adequate 
institutional means for marshaling the 
appropriate legislative facts the rights 
of affected residents will be adequately 
protected, we think, by the opportunity 
to obtain judicial review pursuant to 
the Administrative Procedure Act after 
the agency decision," 

This standard was subsequently applied in S outh East Chicago 
Commission v. Department of HUD . 343 F.Supp. 62 (N.D. Ill., 
1972), aff'd 488 F.2d 1119 (7th Cir., 1973). 


The necessity to rehabilitate a blighted neighbor¬ 
hood and to provide additional low-income housing at a parti¬ 
cular site may clearly outweigh the disadvantages of racial 

4 *"* 

concentration. If HUD adopts the proper procedures and con¬ 
siders the relevant factors to effectuate the congressional 
policy, there is no bar to llUD's approval of a I -using project 
in a predominantly black neighborhood, as it did in this case. 
See Croskey Street Concerned Citizens v. Romney . 335 F.Supp. 
1251 (E.D. Pa.), aff'd ., 459 F.2d 109 (3d Cir. 1971). Thus 
low-income housing and racial concentration at a particular 
site are not mutually exclusive if justified by the relevant 
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housing factors. 

Conclusion 

Site selection is not simple and requires the con¬ 
sideration and bain* ?i.ng of many complex factors. See 
Ledbetter, Public Housing - A Social Experiment Seek s 
Acceptance , 32 Lav; & Contcmp. Prob. 490, 504 (1967); Comment, 
85 llarv. L. Rev. 870, 878 (1972). A court should not jettison 
HUD's detennination without a finding of arbitrary and 
capricious action not in accordance with law, which it cannot 
find in this case. In applying the Administrative Procedure 
Law framework, the coui*t had before it and examined in depth 
the administrative record. It directed its attention to 
HUD's formalized fact-finding procedures, its report, the 
affidavits of the I1UD officials involved in the approval of 
the project and the investigative report which in fact was a 
second look at the project made pursuant to the petitioners' 
administrative complaint. The court also noted the failure 

of the petitioners to supply affidavits presenting a factual 

4 7/ 

issue as contrasted to their opinions. After closely 

scrutinizing the allegations of racial discrimination, 

Southern Christian Leadership Conference v. Connolly . 331 F.Sur 

940 (E.D. Mich. 1971), the court concludes chat (1) there 
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was no intentional discrimination; (2) HUD's discretion was 
properly exercised within the framework of the national policy 
against discrimination in federally funded housing; (3) the 
record establishes that HUD through its Project Selection 
System investigated, weighed and balanced all the relevant 
factors; and (4) its judgment was an informed one without 
clear error and fully satisfied the requirements of Section 
706 of the Administrative Procedure Act. 

• Accordingly, HUD's motion for summary judgment is 
granted and the complaint against it is dismissed. The com¬ 
plaint against the Town and the LPA being also predicated on 

a violation of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, it follows that 

► 

the approval of HUD's action includes a determination of no 
discrimination on the part of the Town and the LPA, and 
likewise mandates a dismissal against both of these respondent 

SO ORDERED. 


Dated: Brooklyn ,. New York 
June 
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Footnotes 


JL/ Although challenged, both individual petitioners, as 

residents of the neighborhood, and tho Great Neck Manor 
Civic Association, consisting of such residents, have 
standing os "aggrieved" persons under the Administrative 
Procedure Act, 5 U.S.C. § 702. Ass ociation of Data 
Processing Service Org.. Inc, v. Crnn . 397 U.S. 130, 

90 S.Ct. C27 (1970); Shannon v. U nited States Dept, of 
Housing & Urban Dev. , 436 F.2d S09 (3d Cir., 1970). 

2/ Resolution #369-1971, June 15, 1971. 

3/ Seme members of the Great Neck Manor Civic Association 
took action to disassociate themselves from this lawsuit 
and expressed their support for the Project in letters 
to the LI*., after being named as individual petitioners. 
(Letters of Ella J. Harris, Alberta Johnson, William 
Harris, July 26, 1973; Letter of Thomas T. Holmes, 

August 2, 1973.) 


4/ Consisting, of private rental market and sales; 66 units 
of state-,- ided family public housing; 89 units of 
federa11”-funded housing and.110 units of Mitchell-Lama 
housing. . addition, contrary to petitioners' allega¬ 
tion that the Project would burden the Manhasset School 
District, HUD's Equal Opportunity Division found that 
the Project would be located in the Great Neck School 
District which has a minority enrollment of 47. rather 
than the Manhasset School District which has an 117. 
minority enrollment, thus contributing to the desegre¬ 
gation of the North Hempstead School System. 

(Report of Grace Malone, Equal Opportunity Division. 
June 11, 1973.) * 
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Footnotes (continued) 


The Town and the LPA charged petitioners with laches 
on the theory that by analogy to the 4-month statute 
of limitations applicable under New York law to 
actions against administrative bodies and officers, 
NYCPLR § 217, petitioners have slept on their rights. 

See Holnberg v. Armbrecht , 327 U.S. 392, 66 S.Ct. 

582 (1946). On the other hand, petitioners argued 
that New York’s 3-year limitation applicable to 
actions brought under a statute, NYCPLR § 214, 
should be applied by analogy as in other Civil Rights 
actions, Swan v. P,d. of H i ghe r education , 319 F.2d 56, 
(2d Cir. , 1963); Ort ir. v . La Vallce , 442 F.2d 912 
(2d Cir., 1972); Komar v. Leary , 425 F.2d 186 (2d Cir., 
1970). Considering the emergency nature of the funding 
of housing projects, the court believes that the 
interest or all concerned would be best served in an 
action brought under the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 

42 U.S.C. 2000d, by the application of the shorter, 
four-month statute. (See Abrams v. Ca rr ier Corp o ration , 
434 F.2d 1234, 1251-52 (2d Cir., 1970)1, rather‘than 
the three-year limitation as applied in the above 
actions instituted under the Civil Rights Act of 1071, 

42 U.S.C. 5 1983. Instead of barring petitioners 
upon this ground, the court felt that petitioners 
should have a second opportunity to present their 
objections to the Project, and induced HUD to waive 
this defense. • 


In order to effectuate the provisions of 42 U.S.C. § 2000d 
and in accordance with § 2000d-l, UUI) promulgated regu¬ 
lations designed to prevent discrimination in federally 
financed housing programs at 24 C.F.R. § 1.1 et seq . 
Following the mandate of Shanno n. supra , HUD developed 
further procedures to prevent discrimination in its 
NDP Project Selection System, 24 C.F.R. § 511 et seq.; 
511.4(c); 511.20. - 

Petitioners also failed to reply to the statement of 
facts not in issue filed by Respondents pursuant to 
Rule 9(g), General Rules of the Southern and Eastern 
District Courts of Mew York. 
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§ 1.7 Conduct of investigations. 

(a) Periodic compliance reviews. The 
responsible Department official or lus 
designee shall from time to time review 
the practices of recipients to determine 
whether they are complying with this 
Patt 1. 

■ b> Complaints. Any person who be¬ 
lieves himself or any specific class of per¬ 
sons to be subjected to discrimination 
prohibited by this Part 1 may by himself 
or by a representative file with the re¬ 
sponsible Department official or his des¬ 
ignee a written complaint. A complaint 
must be filed not later than 180 days 
from the date of the alleged discrimina¬ 
tion. unless the time for filing is extended 
by the responsible Department official or 
his designee. 

<c> Investigations. The responsible 
Department official or his desi r nee shall 
make a prompt investigation whenever a 
compliance review, report, complaint, or 
any other lnfoimation indicates a pos¬ 


sible failure to comply with this Part 1 
The investigation should include, where 
t appropriate a review of the pertinent 
practices and policies of the recipient, t he 
I circumstances under which the possible 
j nonconinliance with this Part 1 occuired, 

. and otliei factors relevant to a deter- 
* mine.ion ts to whether the recipient 
s has failed to comply with this Part 1. 

<di Resolution of matters. <. 1) II an 
investigation pursuant to paragraph <ci 
of this section inch cates a failure to com¬ 
ply with this Part 1. the responsible De¬ 
partment official or his lesignee will so 
inform the recipient and the matter will 
be resolved by informal means whenever 
possible If it has been determined that 
the matter cannot be resolved by in¬ 
formal means, action will be taken as 
provided for in 5 18. 

i2) If an investigation does not war¬ 
rant action pursuant to subparagraph 
1 1) of this paragraph the responsible De¬ 
partment official or his designee will so 
inform the recipient and the complain¬ 
ant. if any, in writing 

ie> Intimidatory or retaliatory acts 
prohibited. No recipient or other person 
shall intimidate, threaten, coerce, or dis¬ 
criminate against any person lor the pur¬ 
pose of interfering with any right or 
privilege secured by title \I of the Act 
or this Part 1, or because he has made a 
complaint, testified, assisted, or par¬ 
ticipated in any manner in an Investiga¬ 
tion. proceeding, or hearing under this 
Part 1. The identity of complainants 
shall be kept confidential except to the 
extent necessary to carry out the pur¬ 
poses of this Part 1. including the con¬ 
duct of any investigation, nearing, or 
judicial proceeding arising thereunder. 




PART 511 


24 C.F.R. 


PART 511—NEIGH "HOOD DEVEL¬ 
OPMENT PROGRAM PROJECT SE¬ 
LECTION SYSTEM 

Sec. 

511.1 Scone. 

511.2 Definitions. 

5114 Program prerequisites. 

511.6 Criteria for evaluating applications. 

511.8 Local effort and coordination. 

511.10 Impact of area selected. 

511.12 Program management capacity. 

511.14 Local equal employment and entre¬ 
preneurial effort. 

511.16 Local need. 

511.18 Commitment of local, county, State, 
and Federal entitles to project or 
program. 

511.20 Expansion of housing for low- and 
moderate-income families. 

511.22 Community development. 

Authority: The provisions of this Part 511 
Issued under secs. 131-134, of the Housing 
Act of 1949, as amende':, 82 Stat. 518-520; 
42 D S C. 14G3-1469C. 

Source: The provisions of this Part 511 
appear at 37 F.R. 7388, Apr. 14, 1972, unless 
otherwise noted. 

§511.1 Scope. 

(a) Purpose, This part sets forth cri¬ 
teria and procedures to be used In pre¬ 
liminary evaluation of applications for 
Federal loar and 'rant assistance to 
local public bodies and agencies for 
Neighborhood Development Programs, 
which are urban renewal undertakings 
and activities, in one or more urban re- 
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$ 511.2 Title 24—Housing and 

newal areas, that are planned and car¬ 
ried out on the basis of annual incre¬ 
ments. 

ib) Procedures. Submissions will first 
be renewed against fix prerequisites If 
any cf these prerequisites are not met, 
the application still be rejected. If the 
application appears to meet the prereq¬ 
uisites, it will he evaluated against the 
point rated enteric, and assigned a point 
rating. Then, depending upon the rela¬ 
tive rating cf the application among 
other such applications pending in the 
area office, the applicant may be asked 
ta submit further application material, 
with supporting documentation so that 
a final decision on the grant may be 
reached. Such application material is 
subject to reviews to determine compli¬ 
ance of the application v ith ba^ic eligi¬ 
bility and technical requirements. If an 
application doas not receive a high 
enough point rating to qualify for fund¬ 
ing as compared to other pending appli¬ 
cations, or if the application cannot meet 
basic el'.mtili’v or technical require¬ 
ments. the application and any support¬ 
ing documents will be returned to the 
applicant with advice as to the areas of 
deficiency. Remedial action regarding 
the deficiencies must be undertaken be¬ 
fore the proposal may be reconsidered. 
The provisions cf these regulations do 
not apply to projects involving New 
Communities, or such other critical or in¬ 
novative projects as the Assistant Secre¬ 
tary for Community Development may 
determine. The Department reserves the 
right to negotiate the modification of 
the scope of tne prepared undu tailing 
and/or the amount of financial assist¬ 
ance requested. 

§511.2 Definitions. 

As used in the regulations In this part: 

(a' "Applicant" means a local public 
agency as defined under i ire. 110(h) of 
the Housing Act o£ 1949; C3 Stat. 413, 
421; 42 U S.C. 1460(h), which is apply¬ 
ing for Federal As i.tanee under the 
Neighborhood Development Program. 

(b) "City Demonstration Agency" 
means that a?( nc; which was required 
to be established under title I of the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act of 19CC, 80 Stat. 1255, 
42 U.S.C. 2301, to carry out a Model 
Cities program at the local level. 

(c) “Locality” means the politics’ 
Jurisdiction cr jurisdictions having gen¬ 
eral purpose government powers upon 
whose behalf the application for Federal 
assistance has been submitted. 


Urban Development 

(d) "Low and moderate Income" 
means an income level which is less than 
the maximum income eligibility level lor 
& family of four under either of the sub¬ 
sidized housing programs authorized by 
section 235 or 236 of tne National Hous¬ 
ing Act, as amended, 82 Stat. 476, 477, 
438. 12 U.S.C. 17152. 171521-1. 

ie» "Low- and moderate-income hous¬ 
ing" refers to housing with a fair market 
value that is equal to or less than the 
resultant of multiplying the section 235- 
236 maximum income for a family of 
feur, as established by the Secretary for 
the county in which the project is located, 
by a factor of 3. "Low- end moderate- 
income housing" also refers to housing 
with an annual rental equal to or less 
than one-third cf such section 235-236 
maximum income. 

<f> "Model neighborhood" means that 
geographical area in which funds are 
being spent under a program authorized 
by title 1 ol the Di monstration Cities and 
Metropolitan Development Act of 1956, 
80 Stat. 1255.42 U S.C. 3301. 

(gt "NDP area" means the area or 
areas In which urban renewal protect ac¬ 
tivities are taking place or are to take 
place under a neighboil.ood development 
program. 

(h) "Renewal experience" means those 
renewal efforts and related relocation ac¬ 
tivities carried out under one or more 
urban renewal projects under sec. 110(c) 
of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended, 
63 Stat. 413. 414; 42. U.S.C. 1450; or a 
Neighborhood Developmen' Program as 
described in sections 1’U 34 of said 
Housing Act. 

§511.4 Program prereqti 

For the Neighborhood Develop’ - rt 
Program there are the following 
pi el equisit . 

(a) Workable program. "" presence 
of a certified or certifiable Work - ’tie Pro¬ 
gram pursuant to sectk- 101 > of llr 

Housing Act, of 1940, as amended. Public 
Law 81-171. 63 F it. 413; U-b.C. 1451c 
By ‘'certifls M e workable program” is 
meant a r nable probability of certi¬ 
fication or. .ertification based upon sub¬ 
mitted materials and local progress to¬ 
wards meeting certification standards 
and conditions as indicated in HUD’ 5 
Handbook for the Workable Program- 
RHA 7100. 

<bt Local general plan. The presence 
of a local general plan, and conforms’-'- •- 
of the project thereto. A "local gene: - 
plan" is defined as an official documi:-’- 
or documents containing a land use plat- 
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thoroughfare plan, community facilities 
plan, public improvement program, zon¬ 
ing ordinance and map, and subdivision 
regulaions so interrelated that taken 
together they serve as a comprehensive 
iturde lor the physical development of 
the locality as a whole. The plan must 
have been endorsed or adopted by the 
local governing body of the locality in 
which the ND? is proposed. 

«c) Civil rights. Submission of accept¬ 
able assurances of compliance with title 
VI of the Cml Righto A.t cl 1C 24. PuSic 
haw 88-3a2. 78 Slat. 252, 42 U.S.C. gJiiOd 
...fi T! T . ,r > Ht!e VI regulations 21 CfR 
Part I, 29 F.R. 1828'J and with a.dnna- 
tive action plan requirements pursuant 
to Executive Order 11246, as amended. 
:;0 F.R. 12319, and HUD regulations 24 
CFR Part 130. 36 F.R. 20633. 

(d) Relocation requirements lif appli¬ 
cable). (1) Submission of acceptable as¬ 
surance of compliance with the Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, 84 Stat. 
1894.42 U.S.C. 4601. and; 

<2) Absence of any known impedi¬ 
ment to the applicant's ability to meet 
HUD relocation requirements and the 
applicant’s and or locality’s ability to 
fulfill requirements for replacement 
housing. “Known impediment" refers to 
a practical inability to provide adequate 
relocation assistance and replacement 
housing, or a legal inability to comply 
with relocation-related provisions of 
Title I of the Housing Act of 1949, 63 Stat. 
413. 414; 42 U.S.C. 1450, et seq. 

(e) A-95 coordination. Evidence that 
A-95 coordination Is In process. The 
phrase “A-95 coordination" refers to the 
procedure Involving review of applica¬ 
tions by the appropriate agency desig¬ 
nated under OMB Circular A-95. 

if) Housing component. Absence of 
any known barrier to an adequate or 
better rating on the Housing Production 
and Mortgage Credit Pro.ect Selection 
System (37 F.R. 203-2. January 7. 1972) 
for any subsidized housing required to 
meet the housing component for the 
program. 

§ 311.6 Criteria for evaluating applicu- 
V tions. 

Criteria for evaluating applications 
are divided Into the following major 
categories: 

(a) Local effort and coordination: 

(b) Impact of area selected; 

(c) Program management capacity; 


(d) Local equal employment and en¬ 
trepreneurial effort; 

(e) Local need; 

(f) Commitment of local, county, 
State, and Federal entities to project or 
program; 

(g) Expansion of housing for low- and 
moderate-income families; 

th) Community deveioprrfent. 

The elements considered in each cate¬ 
gory are described in the following sec¬ 
tions, and the method of assigning 
rating prints ; j carl* element or category 
is set lorth. Points are awarded to each 
element or category In the following 
manner unless o tiler wise specifically in¬ 
dicated: If a statement under a par¬ 
ticular element or category applies 
specifically to the project application 
under consideration, the application is 
awarded the number or pomts assigned 
to that statement. If no statement ap¬ 
plies. no points are awarded to the 
application for that element. 

§ 511.8 Local effort and coordination. 

(The value of this category is the sum 
of the values of paragraphs (a) and (b) 
of this section.) 

(a) Budget end capital improvement j 

plan. All necessary project related public 
improvements, facilities, and services are 
identified In the appropriate local budg¬ 
ets and/or cap;..ii ».i. '.ovl.mc..,s plan, 
except those included in project 
costs _ 5 

(b) Model cities. The LDP area is In 

whole or in part a Model Neighborhood, 
and there exists a statement by the City 
Demonstration Agency Director that the 
activities for which funding is requested 
are consistent with the goals and objec¬ 
tives of the Model Neighborhood 
plan _ 5 

§ 311.10 Impact of urea selected. 

(The value of tins category Is the sura 
of the values of patagrapiis ia) to (d) 
of this section.) 

(ai Rehabilitation or addition of hous¬ 
ing. Seventy-five percent of the existing 
substandard residential units in the NDP 
area will be rehabilitated, and 75 percent 
of the total units will be retained, or the 
project will acid to the housing stock 
without displacement_ 7 

"Substandard residential units" refer to 
those residential units which are out of 
compliance with tue appropriate local 
housing and building coles. 

• b) Redevelopment areas. The NDP 
area is in a designated redevelopment 
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area as defined by the Public Works and 
Economic Development Act of 1SC5, as 
amended Public Law C9-13G, 79 Stat. 552, 
42 U.S C. 3121, and the program sheas 
evidence of conform: nee to the Overall 
Economic Development Plan for that 
area_^ 

<c) Environmental deficiencies. The 
locality is taking active steps 'including 
those proposed under the NDPi to elim¬ 
inate environmental deficiencies in the 
NDP area, including but not limited to 
any among those listed below_ 4 

(1) Overcrowding of land. 

(2) Substantial substandard bousing. 

(3) Lack of open space. 

(4) Transportation (Including parking) 
deficiencies. 

(5) Inadequate public facilities, Including 
those for water, sewage, and solid wasie. 

(fl) Incompatible land uses. 

(7) Incompatible types of building uses 

(8) Underutilized land_4 

(8) Inadequate air and water quaUty. 

(d) Expansion of low- and moderate- 
income housing. The program contrib¬ 
utes to the realistic plan referred to In 
5 511.20(C). 4 

g 511.12 Program management capac¬ 
ity. 

(The value of this category is the sum 
of the values of richer paragraphs (a) or 
(b) of tins sect'on. Tor purposes of this 
section. 4 points equals good, 8 points 
equals superior.) 

(a) Locality that has had previous re¬ 
newal experience. (The value of this ele¬ 
ment is the sum of subparagraphs ( 1 ) 
and ( 2 ) of this paragraph.) 

(1) There is consistency between past 

project(s) results and relevant project 
objectives. Including, where displacement 
was Involved, the effective carrying out 
of relocation activities_4 or 8 

(2) Since July 1, 1968, there has been 
a reasonable relationship between past 
initial cost and time commitments and 
actual cost and development time. 4 or 8 

(b) Locality that is without previous 
renewal experience. (The value of this 
element Is the sum of subparagraphs 
(1), (2), and (3) of this paragraph.) 

(1) The applicant is organizationally 

part of a local general purpose govern¬ 
ment _4 

(2) There Is a likelihood of successful 
execution and completion of the pro¬ 
posed NDP. based on the relationship to 
the proposed NDP activities of the fol¬ 
lowing lactors: 

(I) Administrative budget. 

(II) Time phasing for critical events. 


(Ill) Staff assignments. 

(tv i Budgeted activities of other local 
agencies. 4 or l 

(3i Either the locality's performance 
with other KUD rrogrnns in the last 3 
years was s...:i'.'_rlory ir. ail piograms, 
or 

For localities without other HUD pro¬ 
gram c::pc..£.n( •?, the locality's perform¬ 
ance in its public development efforts 
during tlie last 3 years was satis¬ 
factory' _ 4 

§511.14 l orn! equal employment and 
entrepreneurial effort. 

(The v;.iue of this category Is the sum 
of the t auter ol paragraphs (a>, (bj, and 

(c i of this section.) 

(a 1 Activities undertaken by the local¬ 
ity hate provided relatively superior op¬ 
portunities for tiaining and'or employ¬ 
ment ol minority persons_ 3 

(b) Activities undertaken by the local¬ 

ity have provided relatively superior 
opportunities lor business concerns 
owned, controlled, or managed in sub¬ 
stantial part by minority persons_ 3 

(c) The applicant has taken affirma¬ 

tive action In its own employment in 
the training and'or employment of 
minority persons with relatively superior 
results__ 

In determining whether or not perform¬ 
ance has been "relatively superior" the 
following Items will be taken into consid¬ 
eration: Absolute numbers of persons 
actually trained or hired In relation to 
numbers of minority group persons In 
the lafjor market area: total dollar value 
of contracts let to minority entrepreneurs 
in relation to total dollar amount of 
contracts let by locality; within the ad¬ 
ministering agency, racial composition 
at all levels of employment and absolute 
number of training opportunities made 
available to minority group persons. 

§511.16 Loral need. 

(The value of this category is the sum 
of the values of paragraphs (a) and (b) 
of this section.) 

(a» Xedicn income of jurisdiction. The 
median annual family income of the geo¬ 
graphic area of jurisdiction of the appli¬ 
cant compared to the State median 
annual family Income is: (Select one, 
if appropriate): 

(1) $1-8500 below State median_3 

(2) More than $500 below State me¬ 
dian _ 6 
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(b) Median income of NDP area. The 
median annual family Income of the NDP 
area compared to the State annual 
median family Income is: (Select one 


If appropriate): 

(1) 51-5300 below State median_4 

(2) More than 5500 below State 

median....8 

'Tertian family incomes for the NDP 


area and the Siaij am bo ojiuiueu ay 

utilizing the City-County Data Book or 
outer census ua.a u possible. Or use 
best available data. 

§511.18 Commitment of local, county, 
jlatc, ol'.il f.-ili ral entities to project 
or program. 

(The value cf this category Is the sum 
of paragraphs <a) to (d) of tills section.) 

(a) Local commitment. There was 
substantial participation by the cluef ex¬ 
ecutive and governing body of the local¬ 
ity during the planning of the project, 
and they are demonstrating current pub¬ 
lic commitment in support of the 

project _ 4 

«b) Resident commitment. There was 
effective widespread participation of a 
representative spectrum of NDP area 
residents In the development of project 
objectives and there is evidence of cur¬ 
rent support for the execution of the 

project_4 

(C> Coordination of resources. There 
was substantial participation of other 
local agencies during planning, and 
there is a current commitment includ¬ 
ing resources, from Federal. State, 
county, or local entities other than those 
necessary to satisfy the local share 

requirement_4 

'd> Participation in areawide or met¬ 
ropolitan planning. There Is active par¬ 
ticipation by the locality's representa¬ 
tives in the areawide or metropolitan 
planning organization_ 3 


§ 511.20 Expansion of housing for low- 
and moderate-income fomilicx. 

(The value of this category is the sum 
oi the values of paragrapiis <a>, (b), and 
(c) of this section.) 

(a) Expansion of low- and moderate- 
income housing (applicant i. Within the 
applicant's geographic area of jurisdic¬ 
tion, there has been sicruhcant expan- 
cf cf r 1-vrt housing 

tor low- and meek:e-m-some families 

in a nondisciiminatory r ay_3 

(o) Expan. uii of To.v- ~..d moderate- 
income housing (locality). Within the 
locality in which the project is located 
there has been significant expansion of 
the supply of standard hot:sir? for low- 
and moderate-income families in a non- 

discriminatory way_3 

<c) Dispersion of low- end moderate- 
income housing. The locality has a real¬ 
istic plan to expend the supply of stand¬ 
ard low- and moderate-income housing 
In a nondisenminasory way outside areas 
of concentration of economically disad¬ 
vantaged or minority citizens_4 

§511.22 Community development. 

The degree to which the project Is 
necessary for undertaking other publicly 
supported community lic. -lopment ac¬ 
tivities_.... o to 8 

“Community development activities'’ 
refers to those publicly supported phys¬ 
ical development activities and those re¬ 
lated social or economic development 
activities being carried out or to be car¬ 
ried out within a reasonable period of 
time in accordance with a locally deter¬ 
mined or area wide plan or strategy. Fac¬ 
tors taken , into consideration may 
include the project's responsiveness to 
local needs and objectives, the econom¬ 
ics possible through coordinated or Joint 
action, the degree of support by the ap¬ 
propriate unit (3) of local general-pur¬ 
pose government, and the management 
capacity within local general-purpose 
government. 


























